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English has become now an international language and many people from 
different nations have been learning English either for educational or professional 
purposes. English for Academic Purposes (EAR) reflects this need for specialized 
English for academic programs in higher education. In Turkish universities, some 
programs are English-medium, however, not all Turkish universities have 
preparatory programs for students lacking the necessary English language skills to 
take English-medium discipline classes successfully.
The purpose of this research study-was to investigate the English language 
needs of the students in the English Language and Literature Department of Selçuk 
University, where the medium of instruction is English, and in addition prepare 
guidelines for an appropriate preparatory program.
Data were collected through interviews and a questionnaire with three groups 
of informants. The first group of informants consisted of two department heads, a 
director, an instructor from three institutions outside SU, and 48 students from the 
ELL Department of SU, whom I interviewed informally. The second group of
informants consisted of two administrators, five lecturers and one instructor at SU, 
whom I interviewed formally. The last group of informants consisted of 80 stratified 
selected students from the ELL Department of SU, to whom I administered a 30-item 
questionnaire.
Data were analyzed both by employing descriptive statistics, such as 
frequencies, means and percentages, as well as a categorization system. The 
interview recordings were initially transcribed and then the questionnaire questions 
were adapted, developed, and constructed based on the interview data.
The results revealed that the students in the ELL Department of SU were at 
different levels of English, and therefore their English needs were different. As a 
result they have to be trained to reach a similar level of English to be able to attend 
departmental classes. The general view of the lecturers and administrators was that 
all students had to be at least at the upper-intermediate level to follow literature 
classes. They also stated that all the language skills were equally important for 
succeeding in classes. On the other hand, the most important finding from the 
perspective of the students was the need for an appropriate preparatory program 
where weak students could improve their language and academic study skills in 
English. Furthermore, next to the need for all four language skills, emphasis was on 
extra reading, conversation and grammar practice classes.
In light of the findings, the researcher presents guidelines for an appropriate 
preparatory program for the ELL Department of SU, which can meet the English 
needs of weak students entering that department.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
English has now become an international language and many people from 
different nations are learning English either for educational or professional purposes. 
In many countries (e.g. Holland, Japan and Turkey), English is taught as a foreign 
language (EEL) to students in schools. In these schools, the main concern is to teach 
students proficiency in general English (GE): reading, listening, writing and 
speaking. In Turkey, besides state schools where English is taught as a compulsory 
subject for two-to-four hours per week, there are also private secondary and high 
schools, and state Anatolian high schools where the medium of instruction is English 
for all courses.
In almost all private universities in Turkey, such as Bilkent and Çankaya 
Universities, and some state universities, such as Middle East Technical University 
(METU), the medium of instruction is English. These schools have one-to-two year 
preparatory programs for students failing the English proficiency of these different 
schools. In addition, in English Language Teaching (ELT) and English Language 
and Literature (ELL) Departments in state universities, the medium of instruction is 
also English. In the other departments and faculties, such as the department of 
agriculture, faculty of medicine and the faculty of law, English is taught 
in relation to the field of study, that is, in order to meet the specific needs of the 
students in these diverse disciplines. According to the Institute of Higher Education 
(YÖK) in Turkey, English has to be taught at least for 60 hours and two semesters in 
Turkish medium higher education programs (Hatiboğlu, 1998).
Approximately three decades ago, methodological emphasis on learners’ 
specific needs has been instrumental in the development of a new approach to
English teaching and learning: English for Specific Purposes (ESP). “ESP is an 
approach to language learning, which is based on learner need” (Hutchinson & 
Waters, 1987, p. 19). A side branch of ESP is English for Academic Purposes 
(EAP), which treats the need for specialized English in order to complete a specific 
academic career. EAP includes ‘study skills’, such as listening and understanding 
lectures, taking part in discussions and note-taking in seminars. Most students 
already possess these study skills in their native language to an advanced level. They 
may simply need help to transfer their skills into English and, possibly, to adjust 
them to a different academic environment. The first requirement of students will be 
the development of study skills to an appropriate level for the subject(s) to be 
studied, in conjunction with the development of language proficiency (Jordan, 1997). 
Study skills are the abilities, techniques and strategies, which are used when reading, 
writing or listening for study purposes. Undergraduate students studying from 
English materials need to learn these skills in English in order to comprehend the 
English sources in their field of study. Some of these study skills are using the 
dictionary, note-taking and summarizing (Richards, Platt & Platt 1992).
All English and semi-English medium universities in Turkey have either 
preparatory classes or schools for those students who lack the necessary English to 
be able to follow the lectures in their fields. Preparatory programs train beginners, 
intermediate, and upper intermediate level students. In these preparatory programs, 
instructors teach the students, over one- or two-year periods, in EAP in order to 
provide them with the required English language skills, which will enable them to 
pursue their studies in various departments.
ESP's greatest contribution to language teaching has been its insistence upon 
needs and tasks assessment for curriculum design (Bhatia, 1986). According to 
Johns (1991), before the inception of ESP, and even today, there has been a tendency 
for teachers and curriculum designers to intuit the needs of students rather than to 
attempt to discover them. Moreover, in order to determine the needs of the students 
in ESP or EAP, a needs analysis is necessary.
A needs analysis or assessment is the process of identifying the learning 
needs of a special group of students by gathering information. “Needs analysis 
involves the gathering of information to find out how much the students already 
know and what they still need to leam” (Brown, 1995, p. 5). The data for a needs 
analysis can be collected in terms of six different perspectives:
1. What the subject teacher thinks the learner needs to know;
2. What the institution thinks the learner needs to know;
3. What the English language teacher thinks the learner needs to know;
4. What the learners think they need to know;
5. What the learner wants to know;
6. What is compatible with specific local features of the environment.
(Holliday & Cooke, 1982, p. 66).
Once the requirements of the target situation are known, then it is possible to give the 
students the language skills that will be required of them in the target situation 
(Boran, 1994). The target situation can be defined as the situation in which the 
language will be used, by the learners, such as specific fields of study like literature, 
international business relations, or work (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987).
The focus of language teaching has shifted irom the nature of language to the 
learner, and the learner is seen at the center of the learning and teaching process. A 
learner-centered approach is based on considering the learner at the heart of language 
teaching and taking the learner as an entity whose personality, aspirations and needs 
should be taken into, account because every individual has unique properties, learning 
styles and abilities (Richterich & Chancerel, 1980). Both ESP and its side branch 
EAP view the learner as central to the learning and teaching process, and take 
learners’ needs in studying English as a starting point in teaching English. Hence, 
needs analysis is a strategy by which problems can be focused on, and guidelines 
concerning those problems can be prepared. The curriculum for a preparatory 
program should be designed according to the analysis of needs analysis data 
collected on learners’ current language use and future needs (Brindley, 1989).
Although Selçuk University (SU) is not an English-medium university, there 
are departments such as the English Language and Literature Department where the 
lectures are given in English. Since students coming to this department have 
background knowledge in general English all of them are considered to be at the 
same level, the upper-intermediate level, and therefore proficient enough to follow 
departmental courses. Unfortunately this is not the case. Apart from the difference 
among the levels of the students, most of them lack EAP for higher educational 
studies, e.g., reading academic texts and taking part in discussions.
Background of the Study
I have selected this topic because there is no extra help for students who 
cannot meet the demands of the literature courses in the ELL Department at SU. My 
colleagues and I, in the department, think that these students should first go to 
preparatory classes which are appropriate for their levels to improve their skills in 
EAP, so that they can fulfill the requirements of EAP at the ELL Department, e.g. 
interpreting, reading and listening comprehension, oral presentation, critical thinking, 
and writing reports. After gaining these skills, the ELL students will be able to 
attend the lectures in the department successfully.
Every year a total of approximately 130 students enter the ELL Department 
of Selçuk University according to their university entrance exam results. When 
students arrive at the department, their English levels are not determined by a 
placement test as at other universities. Since students have taken English as a 
subsection of the university entrance examination and scored high enough to enter 
the ELL Department at SU, they are considered to be at the same level, the upper- 
intermediate level. Thus, they are placed in the same classes, approximately 60 
students in the day and 70 students in the evening classes. Most of the students 
coming to the evening classes score lower in the university entrance examination 
than the students of the day classes. Consequently, their abilities in English are 
weaker than the day students.
Some of the students in both evening and day classes are at the pre­
intermediate level, some at the intermediate level, and some at the upper- 
intermediate level, but they are placed in the same classes. However, this year, about 
half of the first-year students surveyed in this study (39) have graduated from
Statement of the Problem
English-medium high schools where they were trained in English in one-to-two year 
preparatory classes in order to take the English-medium classes of the successive 
years. Therefore, students having studied all the subjects in English, which is in 
reality not the case in some of these high schools, are supposed to have a good 
command of English. The others have graduated from Turkish state schools without 
preparatory classes, having studied English approximately for two-to-four hours per 
week. Although the students in the latter group are not at the same level as the 
former group they are put in the same classes and are supposed to have adequate 
knowledge of English to follow literature classes.
As there are no preparatory classes at SU, students enrolled in first year 
classes of the ELL Department are required to attend weekly ten-hour grammar 
classes that include reading, listening, speaking and writing skills. But these 
supplementary hours in language skills are not sufficient for most of the students. 
Thus, students having difficulties in these skills want extra hours to train in them.
On the other hand, there are some students who are already at the upper-intermediate 
level and want immediately go on to their departmental courses. Since it is the ELL 
Department, lecturers do not want spend too much time in teaching English language 
skills to students, and want immediately start with relevant departmental courses 
which cover their actual professions, e.g., lecturing on literature.
As a result, there is dissatisfaction with the recent program among both the 
students and the teachers. Therefore, there is an urgent need for a needs analysis at 
the ELL Department of SU in terms of students’ needs from the perspective of 
students, lecturers, and administrators in order to determine the actual gap between 
the students abilities and departmental demands, and to establish in an effective
program for relieving any discrepancies. As Baştürkmen (1998) indicates, language 
needs analyses are frequently used where the students in particular situations have 
the same difficulties.
It is the administrators and teachers who decide what and how the students 
need to learn to prepare for departmental classes. Hence, it is obvious that the 
current English language teaching curriculum for the first-year classes of the ELL 
Department at SU has not been based on an analysis of the learners’ needs.
Although the learners are aware of their specific language needs, these have never 
been identified formally by consulting the learners themselves. On the contrary, just 
a few teachers’ and administrators’ views of their students needs have been taken 
into consideration.
Smith (1990) indicates that appropriate documents of students’ needs should 
be based on data from multiple sources, rather than placing heavy reliance on one or 
two sources. Therefore, in order to develop appropriate preparatory classes for the 
first-year students who need help in English language skills and EAP in the ELL 
department, an extended needs analysis is crucial. An investigation into students’, as 
well as teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the needs of these students must 
be carried out.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the English needs of the students and 
develop guidelines for appropriate preparatory classes for both day and evening 
classes in the ELL Department at SU. I will base my study on students’ general 
needs in English and EAP, and teachers’ and administrators’ views of these needs. I 
will also do some research at Bilkent University, METU, and Çankaya University to
collect documents and information on preparatory class models because they have 
well-established preparatory classes. I will also ask my colleagues in the MA TEFL 
Program at Bilkent University, for their help in assessing documentary and 
information about preparatory classes, because they have been teaching in the 
preparatory classes of various universities in Turkey.
In this study I will use the discrepancy approach. The discrepancy 
philosophy is one in which needs are viewed as differences, or discrepancies, 
between a desired performance from the students and what they are actually doing. 
“A discrepancy can also be considerably broader and more complex, as in a need to 
change students’ abilities in academic English from an existing low level to a level 
sufficient for success at an English-medium university” (Brown, 1995, p. 38). When 
needs are clear, learning aims can be defined in terms of these specific purposes 
(Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). As the students’ needs should be specified in the ELL 
Department at SU, first, students have to be given a placement test to find their 
levels. Then, according to their levels, students can be placed either in appropriate 
preparatory classes that focus on their needs to gain the ability to follow literature 
classes in successive years or directly placed in literature classes.
Significance of the Study
The main goal of this study is to identify and analyze the basic needs of the students’ 
in the ELL Department at SU in terms of preparatory classes. The findings will 
address the weaknesses of the current situation and contribute to the necessary 
changes in this area. That is, it will support the establishment of preparatory classes 
for the ELL Department. Administrators will also benefit from this study as they can
design appropriate curricula and syllabi for the instruction of general English 
language skills and EAP, both for preparatory and literature classes.
Further, ELL lecturers can distinguish their lectures and objectives from 
general English language skills and EAP and construct genuine literature objectives. 
Future researchers may benefit from this study when doing research on ‘needs 
analysis’. Other universities might find this document useful when doing needs 
analyses for the establishment of preparatory programs in the future.
Research Questions
This study will ask the following research questions and sub-questions :
1. What are the academic English needs of the students in the English Language and 
Literature Department of Selçuk University?
a) What are the administrators’ perceptions of their students needs in 
terms of English for academic purposes?
b) What are the teachers’ perceptions of their students needs in terms of 
English for academic purposes?
c) What are students’ perceptions of their own needs in terms of English 
for academic purposes?
2. Based on the analysis of students’ needs, what are guidelines for appropriate 
preparatory classes in the English Language and Literature Department of Selçuk 
University?
Definition of Terms 
English for Specific Purposes ('ESP)
For the purposes of this study, ESP courses are defined as courses in which 
the aims are determined by the functional and the practical English language 
requirements of the learners themselves (Strevens, 1977).
English for Academic Purposes (EAPi
English for academic purposes is defined as a set of skills that include a 
formal academic style, a general academic English register, proficiency in English, 
as well as English study skills (Jordan, 1997). Students entering English-medium 
universities have to learn a set of rules for using English in their departments, and 
therefore have to be taught appropriate academic English skills in order to participate 
in classes successfully.
Needs Analysis
For the purposes of this study, needs analysis refers to a set of procedures, 
which identify the general and specific language needs of the learners and establish 
priorities among them, so that appropriate goals, objectives, and content of courses 
can be developed (Hutchinson &Waters, 1987).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to do a needs analysis in the English Language 
and Literature Department of Selçuk University in order to find out the basic and 
academic language needs, and the discrepancies between the current and the required 
English levels of the students in this department.
This chapter will review literature on English for Academic Purposes (EAP) 
and Needs Analysis (NA) by expanding the issues introduced in the first chapter 
under the following sections. The first section presents a short historical background 
of EAP followed by definitions of EAP and English for Specific Purposes (ESP). In 
addition, study skills are reviewed in detail, followed by the contributions of study 
skills to effective study in English medium higher education. In the second section, a 
discussion of the role of needs analysis in establishing English language programs in 
Turkey will be introduced. The third section defines need and needs analysis, and 
introduces the different types of needs. The fourth section reviews the approaches to 
needs analysis in order to reach a definition for the needs analysis of this study. In 
the fifth section, methodology of needs analysis and instruments for doing a needs 
analysis will be presented and discussed. Finally, in the sixth section, examples of 
needs analysis studies will be introduced and examined.
The Historical Background of EAP
In order to define English for Academic purposes, we have to look back to its 
source, English for Specific Purposes (ESP) (Jordan, 1997). According to 
Hutchinson & Waters (1987), the expansion of technology, economy and science
after the Second World War generated a unified world where people brought about 
the need for a common language to keep up with the current developments in the 
world. Before, knowing a foreign language had generally been considered as a sign 
of a well-rounded education and therefore, languages were taught in schools as a 
subject element within the overall school curriculum. In these schools, English was 
labelled either as English for general purposes (EGP), or English for educational 
purposes (EEP) (Strevens, 1977; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). However, nowadays 
linguists argue against general English, since it aims to teach ‘whole English’ to the 
learner, which is regarded as a myth, because ‘whole English’ can neither be taught 
nor is needed in non-native English context (Brindley, 1989; Hutchinson & Waters, 
1987).
ESP did not emerge in reaction to general ELT, but actually started with a 
growing dissatisfaction with the literature-based language teaching, which was 
dominant until the 1960s. The English language courses in those days served up 
literature to all learners regardless of their aims, needs and interests. In the 1960s the 
interest in ESP took the form of a concern in analyzing and describing register 
differences between the language of different disciplines (McDonough, 1984).
Since English has been accepted as the international language of the world, 
people want to learn English in order to make use of the information and research 
related to their subject areas (Gdk§in, 1991). In the 1970s attending to the different 
purposes of learners in learning English caused the birth of the subcategories of ESP. 
Although there were a number of ESP types, ESP was divided into two main 
branches: English for Occupational Purposes (EOP), referring to professional in- 
service training, such as English for electronic engineering or doctors, and English
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for Academic Purposes (EAP) referring to educational contexts. Currently, ESP has 
been dominated by English for academic purposes (ETIC, 1975 cited in Jordan,
1997; Kennedy and Bolitho, 1984; Swales, 1988, cited in Johns and Dudley-Evans 
1991;Bartu, 1998).
English for Specific Purposes
Since the demand for English was growing, courses were tailored to specific 
needs: “if language varies from one situation of use to an other, it should be possible 
to determine the features of specific situations and then make these features the basis 
of the learners’ course” (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987 p. 7). ESP courses are defined 
as the ones in which language learning is based on learner needs and therefore 
learners have to be placed in the very center of the language teaching and learning 
process (Strevens,1977; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987).
Hence, its aims and content are determined, principally, not by the criteria of 
general education, but by the functional and practical English language requirements 
of the learner (Strevens,1977). Some examples for ESP are English courses for 
secretaries, nurses, businessmen, air traffic controllers, and doctors. Hutchinson & 
Waters (1987) ask the following question, which is the basis of all ESP: “Why does 
this learner need to learn a foreign language?” (p. 9).
English for Academic Purposes
EAP consists of teaching study skills, a general academic English register, a 
formal academic style and proficiency in the general language use (Jordan, 1997).
EAP is divided into two sections: English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP) and 
English for General Academic Purposes (EGAP). ESAP refers to the language used in
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Figure 1: English: Purposes
Note: From English for Academic Purposes: A guide and resource books for teachers (p.3), 
by R. R. Jordan, 1997, Cambridge University Press.
a specific discipline, such as economic or engineering, together with its subject specific 
culture. EGAP, on the other hand, refers to the commonly regarded ‘study skills’, as 
well as general language development ( Jordan, 1997). Various types of learning 
purposes and study skills are presented in Figures 1 and 2.
English for academic purposes (EAP) has traditionally been 
regarded as a branch of teaching English as a foreign language 
(EFL). As such, EAP courses have typically focused on teaching 
students the correct linguistic forms for representing their knowledge 
in English (and assumed that students had appropriate 'study skills' 
and some prior knowledge of the discipline they were studying)....
EAP courses were originally developed for students fiOm the 
developing world who had to study English.... (Hoadley-Maidment 
and Mercer, 1996, p. 303).
Throughout the history of ESP, practitioners of ESP have been preoccupied with 
learners’ needs, with identifying learner wants and purposes. Thus, they argue that all 
students attending ESL or EFL classes for particular reasons have identifiable purposes 
in target English situations. (Johns & Dudley-Evans, 1991). A close look at the EAP 
figure. Figure 1, presents an insight to each purpose of learning English
Hoadley-Maidment and Mercer (1996) define study skills including planning 
and preparing essays, time management, and preparing for examinations. On the 
other hand, as seen in Figure 2, Jordan (1997) presents a large number of study skills 
which can also be divided into two groups: receptive skills and productive skills.
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Figure 2: Study Skills and Situations
STUDY SKILLS
STUDY SITUATION/ACTIVITY STUDY SKILLS NEEDED
1 lectures/talks 1 Listening and understanding
2 Note-taking
3 Asking questions for: repetition, clarification and 
Information
2 seminars/tutorials/ 1 listening and note-taking
discussions/ 2 Asking questions-as above
supervisions 3 Answering questions: explaining
4 Agreeing and disagreeing; stating points of view; 
Giving reasons; interrupting
5 speaking with(out) notes; giving a paper/oral 
presentations/initiating comments/responding 
verbalizing data
2 practicáis/ laboratory work/ 1 understanding instructions: written and spoken,
field work
2
formal and informal
asking questions; requesting help
3 recording results
3 private study/reading 1 reading efficiently: comprehension and speed
(journals and books) 2 scanning and skimming; evaluating
3 understanding and analyzing data (graphs/ diagrams, etc.)
4 note-making; arranging notes in hierarchy of importance
5 summarising and paraphrasing 
research and reference skills viz.:
4 reference materials/ 1 using the contents/index pages
library use 2 using dictionary efficiently
3 understanding classification systems
2 using a library catalogue (subject and author) 
on cards, microfiche and computer
3 finding information quickly (general reference 
works and bibliographies
6 collating information
5 essays/reports/projects 1 planning, writing drafts, revising
case studies/dissertations/ 2 summarising, paraphrasing and synthesising
theses/research papers/ 3 continuous in an academic style, organised appropriately
articles 4 using quotations, footnotes, bibliography
5 finding and analysing evidence, using data appropriately
6 research In addition to 3-6 above
(linked with 3-6 above) 1 conducting interviews
2 designing questionnaires
3 undertaking surveys
7 examinations: 1 preparing for exams (techniques)
a) written 2 revision
3 understanding questions/instructions
4 writing quickly: pressure of time
b) oral 1 answering questions: explicitly, precisely
2 explaining, describing, justifying
Skills generally applicable:
1 organising study time efficiently, i.e. time management
2 logical thinking: constructing arguments-use of cohesive markers and connectives; recognising 
weakness and bias in arguments; balance; critical analysis
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3 accuracy
4 memory: recall; mnemonics
5 using computers7word processors
N.B. The term reference skills is sometimes confused with the generic term study skills. 
Note: From English for Academic Purposes: A guide and resource books for teachers (p. 
7), by R. R. Jordan, 1997, Cairibridge University Press.
Receptive skills are defined as listening and note-taking, understanding and 
discrimination of main and secondary ideas, relationship between ideas, 
distinguishing fact and opinion, and reading and note-aking while listening in 
lectures, seminars and tutorials; intensive reading, scanning and skimming including 
note taking in private study.
Productive skills include speaking with or without notes in seminars and 
tutorials, such as initiating, introducing, and responding to seminar discussions; 
writing about general or specific academic concepts such as summarizing, 
paraphrasing, defining, classifying in essays, reports, exams, theses and private 
studies. The use of all these skills is necessary to effective study in English-medium 
higher education.
English Medium Instruction
English is the medium of instruction in some state and most private schools 
and colleges in, e.g., some Afncan countries, Holland and India (Jordan, 1997). In 
his study on community needs in EEL, Kharma (1998) reports that in all Arab states, 
excluding North Africa, English is the first foreign language taught at various levels 
of education. English is also the medium of instruction in some state and most 
private universities in Turkey. In the Middle East Technical (METU) and Boğaziçi 
Universities, which are state universities, English is the medium of instruction in all
fields of study (METU, 1992; Boğaziçi, 1992). In other state universities such as 
Hacettepe, Marmara and Selçuk, English is only the medium of instruction in some 
fields of study, such as the ELT, and English Language and Literature Department 
(Hacettepe, 1998; Marmara, 1991; Selçuk, 1998). Again, in most private universities, 
such as Bilkent, Işık and Koç, the medium of instruction is English (Bilkent, 1998; 
Hopkins, 1998; Koç; 1998).
Because these English-medium universities are in non-English contexts, they 
have to provide pre-sessional courses for students whose proficiency is assessed as 
being insufficient for them to begin their content courses. For example, the EFL 
Department at Işık University offers a year-long intensive English language program 
which is known as the preparatory program and helps students learn necessary 
academic study skills, such as time organizing or note-taking (Hopkins 1997). 
BUSEL, Bilkent University School of English Language, aims to prepare students 
lacking the necessary level of English or study skills for their freshman year in their 
respective departments (McKinven and Mair, 1997). They also state that students 
can enter the preparatory school at different levels of English, ranging from beginner 
to the just below the required exit level. “Students often require support in the areas 
of planning, language and academic skills; therefore we aim to offer our students the 
best possible preparation for their future academic careers” (p. 121).
It can be concluded that the general aim of a preparatory school programs is 
to prepare students for an English-medium university education by providing them 
with the necessary language and academic skills. Therefore, the teachers of these 
programs have to discover the specific purposes of students by doing needs analysis
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and deliver courses which are suitable for the students (Johns & Dudley-Evans, 
1991).
Needs Analysis
Definition of Needs
As the learner has to be put at the center of the language teaching and 
learning process, it is crucial to identify the language needs of a learner. Therefore, 
we initially need to define what ‘need’ is. Brindley (1989) summarizes teachers’ 
views of ‘needs’ in a research project conducted with 100 ELT teachers as the 
following:
Needs seen as gap between present language performance in a specific area 
and language performance required in a particular communication situation, 
(p. 69)
Types of Needs
Target Needs. Target needs include the concepts such as necessities, lacks, 
and wants (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). What the learner has to know in order to 
function effectively in the language classes are considered as the necessities. Lacks 
represent the gap between the target proficiency and the present proficiency of the 
students (See also Brown, 1995). Learners may be aware of their lacks, but it is 
possible that their awareness of their own needs may conflict with the views of 
teachers, ESP/ EAP curriculum planners, and institution administrators (Hutchinson 
& Waters, 1987). However, students’ wants still represent a very important part of 
needs analysis. In order to explore the target needs of learners the following 
questions can be asked by course designers:
■ Who are the learners?
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■ What are the learners' goals and expectations?
■ What learning styles do the learners prefer?
■ How proficient are the teachers in the target language?
■ Who are the teachers?
■ What training and experience do the teachers have?
■ What do teachers expect from the program?
■ What is the administrative context of the program?
■ What constraints (e.g., time, budget, resources) are present?
■ What kinds of tests and assessment measure are needed? 
(Richards, 1990; Munby, 1978; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980;
Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997).
The questions above are a combination of similar questions that present the kind of 
information a course designer needs to gather from an analysis of target needs.
Subjective Needs. Subjective needs are partially reflecting target needs and 
usually are related to personal or other factors that might have an impact in the 
program. Subjective needs are generally difficult to determine because they deal 
with wants, desires and expectations, as presented in Figure 3 (Brindley, 1989). 
Brindley’s definition of subjective needs overlap to a great extend with Hutchinson 
& Waters’s (1987) definition of target needs. Moreover, subjective needs refer to 
“cognitive and affective” elements such as attitudes, self esteem, personality, 
expectations with regard to the learning of English (Brindley, 1989, p. 70).
Objective Needs. Objective needs (learning needs) are the activities the 
learner does in order to learn a language, the abilities, strategies he/she follows in 
order to acquire a language to function effectively in the target situation (Nunan,
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1988; Brindley, 1989; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). Objective needs are those needs 
that are determined on the basis of clear-cut, observable data gathered about the 
situation, the learner, the language that students must eventually acquire, their 
present proficiency and skill level (See Figure 3). We can obtain objective needs 
from different kinds of factual infonnation about students, from their language use in 
genuine daily-life conversations, as well as from their language proficiency and 
language difficulties (Brindley, 1989). In order to identify the objective needs of 
learners the following combination of questions can be asked by the analysts or 
course designers:
■ In what setting will the learners use the target language?
■ What role relationships are involved?
■ Which language models are involved? (e.g. reading, writing, 
listening and speaking)
■ What types of communicative event and speech acts are involved?
■ What level of proficiency is required?
(Richards, 1990; Munby, 1978; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980; 
Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997).
Accordingly, Brindley (1989) emphasizes that different perspectives on needs 
analysis reflect the shift in language teaching from language centered to learner- 
centered approaches, as it is shown in Figure 3.
Definition of Needs Analysis
Needs analysis (also called needs assessment) is the sum of the processes in 
collecting information about the learners’ current and future language use needs, in
order to develop a curriculum which will meet the specific needs of students in a 
particular groups (Brown, 1995; Brindley, 1989; Berwick 1989).
Smith (1990) defines needs analysis as following:
...[It] is a process for identifying the gaps between the educational goals 
(outcomes) schools have established for students and students actual 
performance. These gaps can then be used to determine students needs.
Needs can be identified by comparing goals, objectives, and expectations of 
the school system with a variety of data that depict current performance (p.6).
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Figure 3: Types of Information required by Teachers in a Learner - Centered System 
of Adult Second Language Learning (Brindley, 1989, p. 71).
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Broadly, needs analysis is a set of procedures for specifying the parameters of a 
course of study and setting up the goals and objectives for a specific language 
program (Nunan, 1988; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980).
Although needs analyses have been conducted informally for years by 
teachers who wanted to assess what language points their students needed to learn, it 
is relatively new in language teaching circles (Brown, 1995). Needs analysis may be 
the preferred basis for course design because of the concept of learner authenticity, 
the process of engagement in the learning situation, and because a direct link can be 
drawn from needs to aims to course design, classroom implementation and 
evaluation (Seedhouse, 1995).
To sum up, needs analysis is a type of research which tries to identify the 
gaps between what is desired and is actually done in a particular institution. Through 
the identification of the gaps, the needs of that particular institution can be 
determined thoroughly.
Approaches to Needs Analysis
Before any needs analysis can take place, curriculum planners must make 
certain fundamental decisions: Who will be involved in the needs analysis?; What 
types of information should be gathered?
Groups Involved in Needs Analysis
In order to decide who to include in the needs analysis process, the researcher 
has to consider that all groups, such as the target group, audience, needs analysts and 
resource groups involved in the language teaching and learning process are equally 
responsible for the identification of learners’ language needs.
For the target group, we can refer to the learners; for the audience, all people 
whom will eventually be required to act upon the analysis, for example, teachers and 
program administrators; for the needs analysts, those people responsible for 
conducting the needs analysis; for the resource groups, any people who might serve
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as source of information about the target group, e.g., professors from the students’ 
content courses may provide valuable information about the target language that 
students eventually need to use. (Brown, 1995)
However, Richterich & Chancerel (1980) point out that the identification of 
needs should be done by the learners themselves, the teaching staff and the 
institution itself, concluding that there should be an agreement on the needs between 
the learner, teaching staff, as well as the institution.
The National Center for Industrial Language Training (NCILT) argues that 
the three groups, the learners, the teachers and the administrators must be included in 
any needs analysis (cited in McDonough, 1984). They indicate that information 
from these three sources is contributory to the teaching process and present the 
following triangle for needs analysis:
Figure 4: A needs analysis triangle (Adapted from McDonough, 1984, p. 38)
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Likewise, Smith (1990) highlights that in needs analysis studies the data 
collected should be adequate in quantity and depth, and all sources should be 
carefiilly identified. She states that heavy reliance on one or just two sources would 
endanger the appropriateness of documentation of student needs. Accordingly, a
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researcher should gather data from a variety of sources, so that the findings can be 
confirmed across the sources.
Philosophies of Needs Anlvsis
According to Stufflebeam (cited in Brown, 1995) four divergent philosophies 
can arise in a needs analysis: the discrepancy, the democratic, the analytic and the 
diagnostic. The importance of such philosophies lies in the fact that they will affect 
the types of information that will be gathered. Since this study is based on the 
discrepancy philosophy, this philosophy will be discussed in more detail in the 
following section.
Discrepancy Analysis. The discrepancy philosophy is one in which needs are 
viewed as differences, or discrepancies, between a desired performance from the 
students and what they are actually doing. A discrepancy can also be considerably 
broader and more complex, as in a need to change students’ abilities in academic 
English from an existing low level to a level sufficient for success at an English 
medium university (Brown, 1995).
Berwick (1989) defines discrepancy analysis as a gap or measurable 
discrepancy between a current state; that is the discrepancy between what people 
know and what they ought to know.
Learning-Centered Approach. The learning-centered approach presented by 
Huchinson & Waters (1987) claims that learning is a process of negotiation between 
individuals and society, which is regarded more different than the learner-centered 
approach. They consider the latter one as a myth because they think that the whole 
learning process caimot be determined by the learner. On the contrary, Nunan (1988) 
favors a learner-centered approach because it is not ‘decision binding’, that the initial
course content is not seen as definitive, but will be changed according to the 
subjective needs of the learners as these arise in class (p. 5). He also claims that it is 
impossible to teach learners everything they need to know in class and suggests that 
class time should be-used effectively and learners should be taught the language 
items they require most, which will increase motivation and therefore learning.
Needs Analysis Methodology
In analyzing the language needs of a given population the choice of the 
method to be employed is salient. There are various methods the analyst or 
curriculum developer can begin with to analyze the needs of a given population.
Types of Instruments
Hutchinson & Waters (1987) introduce the following ways of collecting 
information about needs: questionnaires, interviews, observations, gathering texts, 
informal consultations with sponsors, learners and others.
Jordan (1997) adds the following instruments to the previous mentioned ones; 
language tests at home, self assessment, learner diaries, evaluation/feedback, follow­
up investigations, case studies and previous research. He reminds that there is no 
single approach to the needs analysis and that circumstances are different and 
change. Jordan again claims that, in practice most needs analysis choices are 
determined by time, money and resources, and that after planning it carefully, 
sufficient time should be given to the steps of needs analysis.
Smith (1990) points out that data to be used in the identification of needs gaps 
can be gathered from grades, test scores, student records, surveys, demographic 
studies, financial records, drop out information, and many more.
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In sum, Brown (1995), Hutchinson & Waters (1987), Smith (1990) and 
Jordan (1997) introduce the following types of instruments as the most frequently 
used instruments in needs analysis:
a) Existing information
b) Tests
c) Observations
d) Interviews
e) Meetings
f) Questionnaires
When data have been collected, synthesized and portrayed, it is possible to 
determine the discrepancies or gaps between actual and desired performance.
Needs Analysis Studies
Different researchers have conducted needs analysis studies throughout the 
world to explore their subjects’ specific needs. Four studies have been presented 
below to give an insight to the methods researchers abroad and in Turkey have used 
to conduct their needs analyses.
Studies Done Abroad
In a recent ongoing study at the Reading University, Seymour (1999) asked 
students’ coming from various countries to study at Reading University their needs 
in English in an in-sessional English program. Second, he asked the English teachers 
their perceptions of their students’ needs in English. Finally, he asked the academic 
tutors their perceptions of their students’ needs in English.
English teachers reported that their students needed to learn academic study 
skills, including reading academic books and journal articles, listening to lectures.
note-taking, other research skills, writing academic essays and reports, participating 
in seminars, and other vital course components like culture and communication. 
Academic tutors responded that their students needed thinking in English, analyzing, 
logical reasoning, evaluating evidence and data, appraising and judging perceptively, 
thinking critically, seeing new relationships, synthesizing, speculating creatively, 
arguing, transferring skills to new contexts and problem solving. On the other hand, 
students’ wants were social English and general discussion, academically acceptable 
writing, faster reading, more pronunciation practice, more vocabulary, more 
grammar. On the contrary, they had less demand for academic seminar discussion 
skills and listening to lectures. The study revealed that the students’ responses were 
different from what teachers thought their students needed. Whereas teachers 
thought students required academic skills, most new students at the university 
preferred more general conversational skills.
Ba§turkmen (1998) carried out a formal needs analysis study in the English 
Language Unit (ELU) in the College of Petroleum and Engineering of Kuwait 
University where the medium of instruction is English. She wanted to find out 
whether the present curriculum of the College needed major reorientation and a 
newly defined role. The study also aimed to analyze the students’ language 
requirements in target academic situations in relation to their present situation.
To collect data, Ba§tiirkmen used exploratory interviews, class observations, 
structured questionnaires and examined student materials and samples. She first 
interviewed 10 graduate students and engineering faculty representatives. Then, 
administered 200 students from each undergraduate year a questionnaire. As last.
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she observed a number of classes by taking notes using observation protocol notes 
and collected texts and sample student materials.
The results of the data analysis showed that reading and listening skills 
should be given more priority in the curriculum of the ELU of the College, whereas 
the current emphasis on the development of writing skills should be reconsidered. 
Further, the results indicated that students’ English language proficiency fell below 
faculty expectations and that students were unaware of the level of proficiency 
expected from them.
Studies Done In Turkey
Various needs analysis studies have been conducted recently in Turkey, too; 
two of which I present below. Alagözlü (1994) conducted her needs analysis study 
at Cumhuriyet University in Turkey, in order to explore the English language needs 
of fourth-year students at the Faculty of Medicine. The problem was that although 
students had taken the required one-year freshman English courses they could not do 
the English reading they were assigned in their Turkish-medium classes.
In her study, Alagözlü choose three groups as informants: 50 fourth-year 
medical students, 10 English language teachers, and two administrators. She 
collected her data through both questionnaires and interviews in order to elicit the 
informants’ perceptions of the students’ needs in English. The questionnaire was 
given out to teachers and students whereas the interviews were conducted with the 
administrators.
As a result of the analysis of the responses, she came up with four major 
results: First, the most important language skills for fourth-year medicine students in 
that particular faculty were reading and translation. Second, the used instructional
materials were not suitable and therefore had to be revised. Third, in-service training 
for language teachers in teaching ESP was needed. Finally, the medical students’ 
needs were not fully met by the present curriculum.
Finally, another needs analysis study was conducted at the Veterinary 
Medicine Faculty of Selçuk University in Konya to find out the English language 
needs of the Veterinary Medicine students (Elkıhç, 1994). Since English courses in 
the Veterinary Medicine Faculty were taught through the grammar-translation 
method, students specific language needs were not taken into consideration. 
Moreover, Elkıhç (1994) states that language teachers were unaware of the students’ 
special needs.
Elkıhç (1994) collected his data through three types of structured 
questionnaires, each of which he gave out to three groups of informants: sixty-seven 
students, five EFL teachers, and fifteen veterinary medicine professors.
The results of the data analysis showed that reading was the most important skill that 
the students of veterinary medicine had to develop in order to read and understand 
scholarly journals and magazines better.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study analyzes and identifies the English language needs of students in 
the ELL Department of SU from the perspective of students, teachers and 
administrators. This is a descriptive study based on the discrepancy approach, which 
takes as a starting point the complaints of teachers, as well as students that there is a 
discrepancy between the current and the required levels of English of the students. 
There is a need to ensure that the students’ level of English is sufficient for success at 
the ELL Department of SU. The data were collected through formal and informal 
interviews with administrators, department heads, teachers inside and outside SU, 
and several groups of students in SU, as well as through a questionnaire that was 
administrated to students in the ELL Department of SU.
The main research questions and sub-questions in this study were: I. What are 
the academic English needs of the students in the English Language and Literature 
Department of Selçuk University?; (a) What are the administrators’ perceptions of 
their students’ needs in terms of English academic purposes?; (b) What are the 
teachers’ perceptions of their students’ needs in terms English academic purposes?;
(c) What are students’ perceptions of their own needs in terms of English academic 
purposes?; II. Based on the analysis of students’ needs what are guidelines for 
appropriate preparatory classes in the English Language and Literature Department 
of Selçuk University?
In this chapter, I initially provide detailed information about the informants of 
the study. Second, materials and instruments that were used in the study are
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described. Third, the procedure is explained, and finally the information on data 
analysis is presented.
Informants
I used three source groups of informants in the data collection phase of the 
study. The first group consisted of informal interview informants: two department 
heads, a director, an instructor, and students. The second group consisted of formal 
interview informants who were administrators and lecturers. The last group of 
informants consisted of students, as it is shown in Figure 5, and explained in detail in 
the following sub-headings.
Figure 5: Informants
Sources of Data
1 1 1
Group 1
( informal interviews)
Group 2
(formal interviews)
Group 3 
(questionnaire)
a) 2 Department Heads at METU
b) 1 director at Çankaya
c) 1 instructor at Bilkent
d) 48 students at SU
a) 2 administrators at SU
b) 5 lecturers at SU
c) 1 instructor at SU
a) SOstudents at SU
Informal Interview Informants
This group included the heads of the Basic English department and the ELT 
department at Middle East Technical University, the director of the Preparatory 
School at Çankaya University, a needs analysis team member who is an instructor at 
Bilkent University School of English Language (BUSEL), and 48 students at the 
English Language and Literature Department of Selçuk University. These students 
were chosen randomly from second-, third- and fourth-year classes and put into six
meeting groups according to their undergraduate year of study. First-year students 
were not included in the informal interviews because this phase of the data collection 
occurred in the fall semester of the 1998-1999 academic year and since these 
students had not covered the first-year program they were considered inexperienced 
in the program and did not know the procedure of the classes. However, they were 
included in the questionnaire group because the questionnaire was administered in 
the middle of the spring semester of the 1998-1999 academic year and they had 
covered some classes and could comment on the teaching and learning processes in 
the department.
Formal Interview Informants
Five lecturers, two administrators who also lecture in the ELL Department of 
Selçuk University, and one ELT instructor in the same department were the 
informants of the formal interviews. Since the ELL department has just five 
lecturers and one instructor, I did not choose them randomly but included all of them 
in the study. Three of the lecturers teach English language classes in addition to their 
department classes in the ELL department. The other lecturers teach only literature 
classes, and the instructor teaches the English grammar classes. The administrators 
were involved in the study because they were the most experienced members of the 
teaching staff. These formal interviews revealed how lecturers and administrators 
perceived the English needs of their students at the ELL Department.
Questionnaire Informants
The third group of informants consisted of a stratified sample of 80 students 
in groups of 10 students, from both day and evening first-, second-, third-, and fourth 
year-classes of the department. In the sampling of the students the stratified
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sampling method was employed. As Johnson (1992) states “Stratified sampling 
involves dividing the population into strata (levels) and selecting samples from 
within each level”(p. 112). Since I wanted to generalize the results of the 
questionnaire to the whole student population in the ELL Department of SU, I 
decided to choose eight sample groups from each four undergraduate year day and 
evening classes. Here, my purpose was to address a sufficient number of different 
undergraduate-year and level of students, in order to elicit information about their 
language backgrounds and their perceptions of students’ English language needs in 
the different classes of the department, and then, generalize the results to the whole 
population of students in the department.
Materials
The data of this study were collected through two methods: interviews with 
administrators, teachers and students, and administration of a questionnaire to 
students. The interviews were conducted to get an insight of preparatory programs, 
and to explore the views of administrators, teachers and students about students’ 
English needs. The questionnaire was administered to students in order to reveal the 
English needs of students.
Interviews
The information from the teachers and administrators in the ELL Department 
of Selçuk University about their students’ language needs was elicited by means of 
formal interviews. These interviews were semi-structured, guided by a schedule of 
seven questions (See Appendix A); other questions arose in the course of the 
individual interviews. The open-ended interview questions were asked so that the 
interviewees could freely offer their thoughts and suggestions about the English
language needs of the students in the ELL Department. Unstructured interview 
questions were asked to the head of the BE department at METU, the head of the 
English Language Teaching Department at METU, the director of the Preparatory 
School at Çankaya University, and a needs analysis team member at BUSEL in order 
to elicit information concerning previously established English preparatory programs 
and previously done needs analysis studies to get an insight about well running 
preparatory programs.
Again the same seven open-ended, informal interview questions (See 
Appendix A) with follow up questions were asked in six class meetings to 48 
students in the ELL Department of Selçuk University for information regarding the 
English academic needs of students at this department. The students were chosen 
randomly from second-, third- and fourth-year day and evening classes and were 
interviewed in groups of approximately eight students. I first visited the classes of 
these students, chose them randomly from among their peers and then invited them 
to my office to have an informal discussion. The topic of the discussion was their 
views of the English levels, basic and academic needs, lacks, and wants of the 
students in their department. After asking for permission, I audio-taped these 
interviews. First-year students were not included in the interviews, which I 
conducted in the fall semester, due to the fact that they were new in the department 
and had not covered enough material to discuss it.
Questionnaire
A 30-item questionnaire (See Appendix B-1) consisting of five sections was 
delivered to 80 students concerning their background, level and thoughts about their 
needs in the four language skills; reading, listening, writing, and speaking. In
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addition, the questionnaire included one open-ended question asking for suggestions 
for the improvement of weak students in their department. These students were 
chosen from all four undergraduate years including first year students since the 
questionnaire was given out in the middle of the second semester and by this time 
first year students had covered enough material on which they could comment.
Procedure
The aim of my study was to explore the English language needs of the 
students and develop guidelines for the establishment of English preparatory classes 
for incoming students in the ELL Department of Selçuk University in Konya, 
Turkey. Most of the data collection process was conducted in that institution.
However, after using a letter of introduction from the Bilkent University MA 
TEFL Program where I was studying, I also conducted informal interviews at 
METU, Bilkent, and Çankaya Universities located in Ankara, Turkey, in order to 
gather information about existing preparatory programs and previously done needs 
analyses. These interviews took place in the offices of the related informants on the 
14th and 15th of December 1998, and on the 4th of February 1999, and lasted 30 to 
40 minutes each. The informal meetings with the students were conducted and 
audio-taped in my office at the ELL Department at SU on the 16th, 17th, and 18th of 
December 1998, two each day, taking nearly 50 minutes each. The formal 
interviews with the administrators and lecturers at the ELL Department took place 
individually in their offices on the 18th, 21st, and 22nd of December 1998. These 
interviews were also audio-taped and took 30 to 40 minutes each. The interviewees 
were ensured that their names would remain confidential.
Based on the data from these interviews, in order to gather more information 
from the students, I adapted and constructed a 30-item questionnaire. Some of the 
items were adapted from various needs analysis studies and others were constructed 
based on the information gathered in the interviews. The questionnaire was first 
designed in English and then translated into Turkish, the mother tongue of the 
students, to ensure full comprehension of the students (See Appendix B-2). I piloted 
the questionnaires on 10 randomly chosen students in the ELL Department before the 
actual administration, in order to assess the questions for revision of any existing 
difficulties or misunderstanding in the items. After receiving permission from the 
administration of the ELL department to deliver the questionnaires, I personally 
distributed these to the students in their classrooms, ensuring them that their names 
and responses would to be kept confidential. The students were given 20 minutes to 
respond the questionnaire.
While students were responding the questionnaire some pointed out that the 
fourth item which was asking their schooling background did not include an option 
for their types of school, the ‘Super Lycee’. Therefore, I requested that all 
participants add that option to the questionnaire. At the end of 20 minutes in each 
classroom, all students turned in the questionnaire. The responses were analyzed 
either by calculating their frequencies and percentages or means. Then, most of the 
results were displayed in tables, while the others were narrated. The questions in the 
questionnaire fell into five sections: biographical information, levels, grammar, four 
skills with sub-sections for reading, listening, speaking and writing, and suggestions 
for the improvement of the English language skills of the weak students.
37
38
Data Analysis
In this descriptive study, data were analyzed both by employing 
descriptive statistics such as frequencies, means and percentages, as well as a 
categorization system. The interviews and open-ended questions were analyzed 
qualitatively through a categorization system, and the questionnaire was analyzed 
through descriptive statistics.
The interview recordings were initially transcribed and then they were 
categorized in terms of frequently presented concepts. Since there were 48 students 
in the first group of informants they were interviewed in groups of eight students 
from the second, third, and fourth undergraduate year of study. Within the groups, 
each student was assigned an identity: for example, S1 (2) is the first student of the 
second year group.
The administrators and teachers in the second group of the informants were 
also assigned identities, using letters from A to H; for example, administrator one = 
A, teacher one = C. The multiple choice, yes-no and rank order questionnaire 
questions were entered into the computer so that the frequencies, percentages and 
mean scores could be calculated easily. Then they were displayed in tables. The 
results were also displayed in figures and tables to make them more understandable 
to the readers. The following chapter presents the data analysis in detail displaying 
all data related to the English needs of students at the ELL Department of Selçuk 
University.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS
Overview of the Study
This study was conducted to investigate the English language needs of 
students in the English Language and Literature (ELL) Department of Selçuk 
University (SU) in order to prepare guidelines for appropriate preparatory classes for 
the students who need to improve their English language skills before attending 
departmental classes.
In order to do this study, students’, administrators’, and teachers’ perceptions 
at of students’ language needs in the ELL Department of SU, as well as the views of 
administrators and an instructor at Middle East Technical University, Çankaya and 
Bilkent Universities were investigated through interviews. Then based on these data, 
a 30-item questionnaire was constructed and given to 80 ELL Department students at 
SU to investigate their perceptions of the English needs of the students in this 
department.
Three sources of information were used in the data collection phase:
1) informal interviews were held with three administrators at METU and Çankaya 
University, an instructor at Bilkent University, and 48 students in the ELL 
Department of SU; 2) formal interviews were held with two administrators, five 
lecturers and one instructor at the ELL Department of SU; 3) and a 30-item 
questionnaire was given to 80 students at the ELL Department of SU. The results 
were analyzed using descriptive statistics including frequencies, means and 
percentages, as well as a categorization system.
Second, based on the interview results, a 30-item questionnaire consisting of 
five sections was constructed. The questionnaire consisted of 4 types of questions.
In the first section, open-ended and multiple-choice questions about the respondents’ 
backgrounds were asked. The second section consisted of yes/no and multiple- 
choice questions concerning students’ language levels. The third section consisted of 
yes/no and multiple-choice questions concerning students’ grammar knowledge and 
specific needs in grammar. The fourth section consisted of yes/no, rank-order and 
multiple-choice questions concerning the perceived needs of the students in the four 
language skills: reading, listening, speaking and writing. The task of ranking items 
included ranking categories (from 1 to 4/5; 1 representing ‘most important or 
difficult’ and 4/5 standing for ‘least important or difficult’). In order to calculate the 
weighted means for items in rank order questions, each rank was assigned a value 
from most important (1) to least important (4/5) by integers. For each item the 
frequency was multiplied by the value for that rank. The products were added 
together and divided by the total (n) for that item, giving the weighted mean for that 
item. The item with the lowest mean was the most important among the ranked 
items for that question.
The last section consisted of one open-ended question, which elicited 
students’ suggestions and opinions on what the department or university should do to 
help the students who had difficulty in the previously mentioned skills in English.
Data Analysis Procedures
At the beginning of the first stage of the data analysis, responses to the formal 
and informal semi-structured interview questions were transcribed and the 
information from the transcriptions was categorized under five headings that arose in 
the data in order to create questions for the questionnaire. The categories consisted 
of the following five headings: (a) levels, (b) recommendations for the improvement
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of levels, (c) four skill areas, (d) medium of instruction, (e) grammar. Then, out of 
these five headings, five new headings including the biographical information section 
were constructed for the questionnaire items: (a) biographical information, (b) levels, 
(c) grammar, (d) four skills (with sub-headings reading, listening, speaking and 
writing), (e) suggestions for the improvement of weak students.
During the second stage of data analysis, first, frequencies were determined 
for the yes-and-no and multiple choice questionnaire items and these results were 
changed into percentage forms. Second, the rank order items were entered into the 
computer in order to find the ranges of the ranks, of which the means were 
calculated.
Although I collected the questionnaire data from day and evening classes 
separately, the analysis here does not present them separately. That is, I combined 
the data of the day and evening classes at each level. In the analysis of the data, the 
information regarding different years was more direct value to the purpose of the 
study, and so is emphasized.
Results of the Interviews
The Head of the English Language Teaching Department at METU
This was an informal interview, held in the office of this informant in 
Turkish, which took about 30 minutes. This professor indicated that students coming 
to his department were first given a proficiency test to find out their English 
knowledge. Next, the students who failed this test were given a placement test to 
determine their levels and placed in preparatory classes appropriate to their levels of 
English. He pointed out that students taking department classes had to be at least at 
upper-intermediate level, otherwise they should go the preparatory school to cover
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the necessary English to be able to take departmental classes. He several times 
indicated that, “All students should be at the same level and students from different 
departments should be separated and given ESP according to their specific needs.”
His views led me to investigate the perceptions of the other informants to find 
out their thoughts about levels.
The Head of the Department of Basic English at METU
This informant, whom I visited in her office, answered my informal interview 
questions about what a preparatory class was and should be for about 30 minutes. It 
was in Turkish because it was an informal interview and we were both Turkish. She 
explained what her preparatory department did by indicating what she and her 
colleagues demanded from the students coming to their department and what they 
supplied them with. She claimed that each preparatory program had its own 
demands and criteria according to the needs of the students coming to that particular 
school. She said that in her department, they first gave proficiency tests to students 
to determine their English knowledge. Students taking this test should score at least 
60 points in order to pass this test. The ones who failed the test were given 
placement tests in order to determine their levels, and then sent to Basic English (BE) 
classes. In these classes, in addition to BE, students were taught EAP, such as 
listening and note taking, reading strategies and various writing skills. The amount 
of Basic and Academic English (AE) in the courses is determined according to the 
levels of the students. She also stated that students from different departments were 
put in mixed classes because they all needed to learn the same EAP skills.
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The Director of the Preparatory School at Çankaya University
I visited this professor in his office and interviewed him in Turkish. This 
informant had entered this position just two weeks before and was not able to tell 
much about the preparatory school at Çankaya University. However, as he was an 
experienced English Professor and had taught English for a very long period at 
Hacettepe University, he claimed that students coming to preparatory classes had to 
cover BE first. Then, they had to be given courses in ESP and EAP in order to be 
prepared for their service programs.
A Needs Analysis Team Member and Instructor
After getting written permission from Bilkent University School of English 
Language (BUSEL), I made an appointment with this informant and met her in her 
office. This interview was held in English since she is a native speaker of English. 
She had taken part in a needs analysis project in her institution four years ago, and 
has been teaching in the preparatory program since the foundation of the program 
(1986) 13 years ago. We talked for about an hour about what needs analysis was, 
what it included and how it could be done. She explained that before doing a needs 
analysis a researcher first had to identify the problem or problems in an institution by 
asking students and teachers their ideas and views. Second, the researcher has to 
define these and form objectives for these and finally conduct the needs analysis to 
elicit information through interviews, questioimaires or observations. She personally 
stated that the most useful needs analysis could be done through observation.
After receiving this information I decided to conduct my needs analysis 
through interviews and questionnaires because I wanted to gather information from 
all students at the ELL Department of SU. Therefore, I chose 10 samples from eight
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different classes randomly. These data collection instruments seemed better than 
observation because I did not have sufficient time to visit all the eight classes and 
observe them regularly.
Administrators in the ELL Department of SU
After receiving permission from the administration of the ELL Department of 
SU, I conducted these formal interviews in the offices of the two administrators at 
the ELL Department in English, and audio-taped these interviews. In order to get 
their perceptions of the students’ needs, the two administrators, who also lecture in 
the ELL Department, were interviewed using an initial schedule of seven questions 
(See Appendix A). Based on their responses, different follow-up questions were 
asked to both of the administrators.
The perceptions of the administrators are introduced by some salient 
comments taken out of the transcribed interviews conducted with them. In the 
interview excerpts the two administrators are identified as administrators ‘A’ and 
‘B’.
Levels. The administrators’ perceptions of the levels of the incoming 
students to the department are as follows:
A: .. .in the classes I understand that their levels are different...of course 
they have to be separated into...other classes. They have to be in other 
classes., .their standard of English has to be raised....
B: The levels of our students are very different, really different...they need 
to know, to have at least upper-intermediate to understand the lectures 
but of course the desired level is advanced....
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As can be understood from the responses of the administrators above, 
students in the same classes are not at similar levels of English and students with 
lower levels have difficulties in comprehending the classes. Both of the 
administrators point out that the students’ levels should be improved in order to 
enable them to understand the lectures better and be more successful in their classes.
Recommendations for the Improvement of Levels. Administrators’ responses 
to the question what could be done to raise the levels of the students are shown 
through the_following utterances:
A; ...For the first year, I think a prep class would be
appropriate. Unfortunately, we don’t have it but it would be very 
useful....
B: ...If we had prep classes, we would have similar levels of students....
It is clear from what the administrators say that they really want to have a 
preparatory program for the sake of their students. They think that a preparatory 
program would supply great support to the department by training the students with 
low levels of English to improve their levels to high levels of English. They also 
believe that students would be more successful in understanding and participating in 
classes after taking training in preparatory classes. However, it is stated that it is 
impossible to establish preparatory classes in the present situation, because 
conditions in the department are not appropriate, and the department is in need of 
sufficient trained teachers with specific knowledge in the field of teaching 
preparatory classes. In addition, they need more facilities like classrooms and 
equipment.
Four skill areas. This part includes the perceptions of the administrators’ of 
the four basic language skills: listening, reading, speaking and writing. They are 
asked to state their opinions about the importance of these skills:
A: Yes. I do think they are equally important because none can be separated 
from the other.. . .For instance... if I am dealing with a short poem I first of 
all read it (aloud), and while I am reading they have to follow it....so I 
think pronunciation and reading, and understanding...comprehending it are 
equally important....they need to know to write, criticize a work of art as 
well!....
B: ...the reading skill is primarily important, as they are reading literature, 
novels... Second important skill is speaking...third...is listening....Later 
comes writing....
Administrator A indicates that since she is teaching literature, students need to 
use all the receptive and productive skills in her classes. She also states that not only 
her classes, but also the other classes in the department require listening and reading 
comprehension, speaking and writing at the same time because students not only 
have to listen to the lectures in poetry and prose, they also have to read the texts and 
comment on them by stating their views orally or in written form. Administrator B, 
who also lectures in the department, states that the reading skill is the most important 
skill in teaching literature because the most essential parts of the classes are based on 
reading. She lists the other language skills as secondary in importance.
Nevertheless, she agrees with administrator A that students have to use all the skills 
in classes proficiently.
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Listening to the opinions of these administrators, we can understand that they 
interpret the four language skills as academic study skills: English for academic 
purposes (EAP). In ETIC (1975), (cited in Jordan, 1997), EAP is defined as those 
communication skills in English which are required for study purposes in the higher 
education system. The administrators consider academic skills as expanded forms of 
language skills, which have to be taught to all grammar classes in their department.
Medium of Instruction. When asked their views about the medium of 
teaching in their department both of the administrators indicated that in their 
department the medium of teaching is English and has to be absolutely in English. 
They claimed that, apart from the English material they used in the classes, students 
would not have any chance to practice their English. Administrator A states that it is 
an agreement among the teachers in her department to teach their classes in English. 
The following lines report the administrators’ perceptions of the medium of 
instruction in the lectures of the department.
A; Certainly....we all give our lectures in English....The whole course is 
carried out in English.
B: Yes. I do give my lectures in English because they do not have another 
opportunity to listen to English...they are living in Turkey...sometimes 
students respond in Turkish but I respond back in English....
Grammar. The administrators say that they have integrated grammar and the 
four skills into the first-year grammar class in the department. They define basic 
English as the integration of tenses and basic grammar rules. As mentioned before, 
they regard EAP as improved reading, listening, writing and speaking skills, since 
these are the foundations of the academic skills, which are needed for studying
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literature classes. They also explain that in the first-year students are taught 
grammar 10 hours per week, in which teachers review BE, because based on their 
university entrance exam scores, the students entering the department are supposed 
to have a relatively good background in English. However, concerning students’ 
different English backgrounds, the grammar classes as taught seem not to fulfil their 
aim because the students’ backgrounds in English already vary. Some students have 
studied English at state high schools for only two hours per week while others have 
studied it at private or Anatolian high schools eight hours per week. Besides, in most 
of the private and Anatolian high schools, the medium of instruction is English. 
Although most of the students in the first group have attended private English 
courses for several months after their graduation from high school, their English 
levels cannot be compared with those of the latter group. Therefore, the following 
comment is not a surprise because nearly half of the students in the department come 
from state schools:
A: .... Most of the students make many grammar mistakes while speaking 
and writing especially in the first year....
It is also stated that second-and third-year students are taught grammar and 
skills areas four hours per week to improve their language abilities. Further, 
administrator A reports that, this year, they have separated speaking from the other 
integrated skills only in first-year grammar class in order to teach students speaking 
skills, since speaking is the greatest handicap of all the students and it has to be 
treated separately.
A; For the first time, this year, in the first year class... we have separated 
communication into one class and I teach this class....
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B: ...Grammar classes should be separated into reading, communication, 
listening classes....! mean they follow a book and in the book they are 
integrated...some students are not good at grammar....some are not good 
at speaking or listening...ten-hour grammar classes are of course not 
sufficient...but we have to follow the curriculum...we have also other 
classes....
Administrator B points out that not only speaking, but also the other skills of 
the current 10-hour grammar classes should be separated into distinct reading, 
speaking, listening and writing classes. Although she admits that the given hours of 
language instruction are not sufficient, she indicates that the teachers of the 
department also have literature classes to teach, which she regards as the genuine 
courses of the department.
Teachers in the ELL Department of SU
In order to get the teachers’ perceptions of the students’ English needs, the 
five lecturers and one instructor were interviewed using the same initial schedule of 
seven questions asked to the administrators (See Appendix A). Based on the 
responses, different follow-up questions were asked to each interviewee. The 
teachers’ views concerning the needs of the students indicated that they had common 
opinions about the needs of the students. The needs of the students are grouped and 
categorized under the same five headings formulated in the analysis of the 
administrators’ responses. In the interview excerpts the five lecturers and the 
instructor are identified with letters from ‘C’ to ‘H’.
The five lecturers and the instructor generally expressed their perceptions of 
the levels of the students in the following ways:
Levels. The passages below are selected from the interview responses of the 
lecturers and highlight the differing levels of the students in the classes.
C: ...in every class the levels of the students are very different from each 
other...for that reason the lectures become a chaos...students come from 
different colleges, [state high] schools...
D: ...we put various levels students into one class and we try to teach 
literature to them...
E: Most of the students’ level is intermediate., .students’ levels differ because 
they come from different high schools. Some are graduated from 
Anatolian High Schools and their levels of English is better than the 
others.
The lecturers claim that the reason why students have difficulty in 
comprehending their lectures is because they are at different levels. The reason for 
the different levels is explained as the students’ different backgrounds, which was 
also pointed out by the two administrators. The common solution they propose for 
meeting the needs of the students is the separation of students at different levels.
Recommendations for the Improvement of Levels. When asked how to 
achieve the meeting the needs of the students, they recommend the establishment of 
a preparatory school for students with lower levels of English, as can be seen in the 
following response which is reflecting the general view of all the teachers:
H: ...in order to solve our students’ level problem we need prep classes 
...because it may solve all their problems about language there and they 
will become ready to learn literature...some students are good and don’t 
need to go to prep classes...the others have problems in poetry and prose.
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Four skill areas. Below there are some sentences taken out of the interviews 
conducted with the teachers showing the perceptions of most of the teachers of 
students’ needs in the four language skills.
D: ...All skills are equally important because they have to take notes while 
listening to me. So, they have to listen, they have to be able to take good 
notes and they have to be able to express themselves, since I ask 
questions all the time during my lectures.
E: Yes. Definitely. All language skills are equally important...
F: The four skills: reading, listening, writing and speaking are all equally 
important in our department....
As can be seen, all the teachers think that all four language skills are equally 
important for taking part in the classes in the English Language and Literature 
Department. They claim that students need to use all these language skills in the 
classes in order to enhance success in classes.
Medium of Instruction. The following quotations report the perceptions of 
some of the teachers of the need for English medium classes. When asked whether 
they taught their lessons in English, the teachers pointed out that English medium 
instruction enabled the students to practice listening to English since they were living 
in a non-English speaking country.
However, teachers C and F indicated that their students sometimes asked them 
to explain some parts of the lesson in Turkish since they could not comprehend those 
or easily take part in discussions about the poetry and prose they read. Then, from 
what the lecturer F says we can deduce that most students do not take part in classes 
because they cannot express themselves properly and fear making grammar mistakes.
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while more advanced students feel more comfortable and do not fear making 
mistakes:
C: Most of the time, I give my lectures in English, but sometimes mostly 
second year students ask me to put it into Turkish because they cannot 
get it, ...the subject...For example, in poetry lessons.
F: Yes. I lecture in English...But I usually in the second class...lets say... 
express something in English, then I have to say it again with other 
words....So, I have to say the same thing using five different 
sentences....but when I talk in Turkish I get more responses from 
them...and I like to have an interactive class. So, sometimes Turkish is 
used....Second year students don’t have the courage to speak. In the third 
and fourth year students don’t hesitate to talk in English...they, too, make 
some silly mistakes...
Grammar. When we look at the following passages we can see that the 
lecturers present a unified view of the lacks and needs of the students in grammar:
D: ...students cannot write their ideas correctly...
E: Students need more practice in grammar...
F: ...students make lots of grammar mistakes...they cannot differentiate 
nouns, verbs, adverbs, adjectives, and...they make some silly mistakes 
even in the fourth class. For example, “ I studied hardly”
G: Ten hours grammar per week is insufficient it should be at least 24 
hours... you cannot correct all their mistakes...
Lecturer F brings the attention to the incorrect use of lexical categories. She 
exemplifies the incorrect use of the adverb ‘hard’ by a fourth year student.
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Therefore, teachers emphasize the need for more practice in grammar, since students 
just have time to review the basic grammar points, no time is left to practice proper 
use of the language. They need more hours in language skills classes in order to 
practice what they have reviewed or learned. Instructor G also indicates that 
continuous practice would prevent students from repeating previous mistakes. 
Students in the ELL Department of Selçuk University
Unstructured interviews with six different groups of eight students were held 
in my office at the ELL Department of SU and took about 50 minutes each. The 
students in the groups were randomly chosen from each second-, third-, and fourth- 
year day and evening classes. Students from the first-year classes were not included 
in these informal interviews because they were new at the department and had not 
covered enough of the materials and courses to give their views about departmental 
courses. The interviews were conducted in Turkish to enable the students to feel 
comfortable and talk fluently. The conversations were audio-taped in order to be 
transcribed and translated into English later on.
Students stated that they were very pleased to be asked to state their views 
about their own needs and enthusiastically talked about their perceptions of students’ 
English needs at the department. The needs they reported by them fall into five 
categories: (a) levels, (b) need for a preparatory program, (c) four skill areas, (d) 
grammar (e) literature classes.
The 48 informal interview students were given codes: for example, SI (2) for 
the first student in the second year of imdergraduate study.
Levels. Nearly all the students in all six groups expressed their opinions that 
although they were not at the same level, they were put in the same classes in their
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first years of study. This caused difficulties because only a few students understood 
the literature classes, while most did not. They stated that the cause of this was that 
they came from different type schools: state, vocational, Anatolian, Super or private 
high schools. For example, some of the students in the second (2), third (3), and 
fourth (4) years said the following, which I have translated into English.
51 (2): Because we come from different schools our English levels are
different...
S5 (3): First, students should be brought to the same level and then taught 
literature...
52 (4): ...students should be given tests to find out their levels and then
separated...
S4 (4): ...there is a gap between the levels of the students....
Need for a Preparatory Program. Students’ views about the need for a 
preparatory program are shown in the following excerpts:
S2 (2): ...we come to the department with our grammar results...we know 
some grammar but it is not sufficient, but when our speaking, 
listening, and writing as well as our pronunciation are considered I 
can say that most of us lack these skills....so, if there would be a prep 
class we could improve these properly and participate in classes....
S5 (3): I have worked in Antalya in a tourist resort and can express myself 
in English rather well, and my pronunciation is not bad either, 
however, my grammar is a disaster ...I cannot write... I need to learn 
grammar and writing... I think a prep program which separates the 
students according to their levels would be appropriate for me...
S8 (4): ...the ones who are good in grammar do not attend the grammar 
classes and sit in the canteen...waste time...they should only take 
literature classes...there should be a prep school....
The sentences above represent the general opinions of all students, because 
all the students indicated that the present grammar classes did not meet their needs. 
They stated that since they came from different high schools, most of their levels 
and, therefore, needs were different, too. The only solution proposed by the students 
was the establishment of a preparatory program, which would determine their levels 
by the aid of a test and place them in classes appropriate for their levels. There, they 
would be taught what they lacked and needed in English to learn in order to take 
literature classes successfully.
Four skill areas. The skills deficiencies of the students are different. Some of 
them felt they needed to learn the receptive skills, reading and listening, while others 
argued for the productive skills, speaking and writing. Again, we can interpret from 
their complaints that they actually need to learn academic study skills in English.
They want to learn note taking and listening comprehension skills, reading and 
summarizing techniques, and oral interpretation and critiquing techniques. Further, 
they pointed out that since most of the students had difficulty in speaking and 
listening skills, there had to be more practice hours for these with the help of a native 
speaker.
The following utterances reflect these views:
SI (2): ...students should be taught how to take notes while and after 
listening...
S6 (3): ...we have to comment on literature by criticising it but we do not
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know how to write critiques...
S4 (4): When I took the course Introduction to Literature for the first time I 
could neither understand the books we read, nor the teacher’s talk. I 
either had to ask my friends to paraphrase what the teacher said or 
summarize what the books were talking about. So, students have to 
be taught skills in how to read and understand literature, next to 
practice in grammar, listening and speaking.
Grammar. In most high schools in Turkey, grammar rules are taught 
deductively and theoretically and most students have learned the grammar rules by 
memorizing them, but cannot use them properly when asked to do so productively. 
Therefore, they fail to produce correct structures when asked to use these when 
writing essays or while speaking in class. They need to practice more in grammar 
classes rather than being once more taught theoretical grammar knowledge in the 
review classes.
S3 (2): .... I know the grammar rules by heart but while writing I make many 
grammar mistakes. I think that we would not have these difficulties 
if we had been given more grammar practice, and our lacks in 
grammar had been covered in our first year at the university....We 
would not have these difficulties now.. .there should be more 
practice classes....
S3 (4): ....In the translation class, the teacher writes a sentence on the board 
and more than the half of the class does not understand it, although it 
is an easy one....Their English is not sufficient to understand it; they 
lack the necessary vocabulary and the grammar structures... In the
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meantime, I have forgotten some of my grammar knowledge....
Students also claimed that since there were no preparatory classes in their 
department they had grammar classes in the first, second and third years. However, 
they were unable to cover all basic and academic English skills in these classes 
because even more hours were needed to provide sufficient grammar and skills 
knowledge.
Literature classes. The following statements give the opinions of students 
who have entered the department with high levels of English. They think that 
grammar should not be the concern of the department. Instead, they prefer the 
instruction of related vocabulary and skills courses, since these would prepare them 
for the literature classes. Some indicated that they had to be prepared with the 
necessary academic skills for literature classes in preparatory programs before taking 
these classes.
SI (2): As this is the literature department there should be only literature 
classes....
S7 (4): ....Literature cannot be taught in detail because the grammar classes 
have more credits and much more time is devoted to the teaching of 
them....We should be prepared for literature classes with related 
vocabulary and structures...
All the above mentioned complaints highlighted students’ lacks, wants and 
needs in basic and academic English skills. Therefore, these had to be investigated 
in more detail by asking a larger number of students their thoughts about their, needs, 
lacks and wants, so I decided to do this through a questionnaire which would be an 
easy and quick way of collecting data from a larger group of informants.
Results of the Questionnaire
The items in the questionnaire fell into five sections: biographical 
information, levels, grammar, four skill areas with sub-sections for reading, listfin in g, 
speaking and writing, and suggestions for the improvement of weak students. The 
order of the analysis follows the order of the five sections.
Biographical Information
This section represents the data concerning the students’ biographical 
information. First, the responses to the name, age and gender items are presented in 
frequencies and commented on. Second, the results to the high school they attended 
(Table 1) and years of English study (Table 2) are presented in frequencies and 
percentages followed by the discussion of results (See items 1-6 in Appendix B-1).
The questionnaire was given to 80 students, ten each from both the day and 
evening sessions at each grade level. The ages of the respondents ranged from 17 to 
25. Twenty-four out of the 80 students were male and 56 were female. The female 
majority reflects similar conditions in language departments throughout Turkey.
Table 1 presents the results of the types of high schools students graduated 
from. As can seen in Table 1, thirty-four of the students graduated from Turkish 
state high schools where students receive two-or four-hour English classes per week, 
if they are lucky enough. In some state schools the English classes are replaced with 
other subjects because there is a lack in of ELT teachers in the country.
Twenty-one students graduated from Anatolian high schools. In some 
Anatolian high schools, students receive approximately eight hours of English 
classes per week after a one-year preparatory program. In other Anatolian high 
schools, the medium of instruction is English for all courses. Nine graduated from
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private high schools where the medium of instruction is English; nine graduated from 
Super lycee high schools where they receive eight hours of English classes per week 
after a one- year preparatory program. Seven graduated from vocational high 
schools where the hours of English instruction per week differ from school to school, 
approximately two to six hours.
Table 1
High School Attended: Item 4
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Groups
n=80 A B c D Total Total
High school F F F F F %
Anatolian 2 6 6 7 21 26.25
Private 3 - 1 5 9 11.25
Vocational 2 5 - - 7 8.75
State 8 8 10 8 34 42.5
Super 5 1 3 - 9 11.25
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Thus, 51.25 % of the students graduated from state and vocational high 
schools, while the remaining 48.75% graduated from Anatolian, private and Super 
high schools.
More than the half of the students in the ELL Department of SU graduated 
from state high schools where they had only two or four hours of English courses per 
week. This is the one of the reasons why these students have difficulties in English 
in the department. Two to four hours of English courses per week are not sufficient
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to learn English well enough to succeed in the English medium classes at university. 
So, these students need extra training in basic and academic English. This is not to 
say that all students from the private, Anatolian, and Super high schools are 
sufficiently prepared, either.
Table 2
Years of English Study: Item 5
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Years F F F F F %
1-2 — 2 — — 2 2.5
3-5 10 6 6 2 24 30
6-8 8 9 7 2 26 32.5
8 and more 2 3 7 16 28 35
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Table 2 presents the students’ experience in English. This table shows that 
most of the students have been studying English for more than three years. This is 
due to the fact that all the students started learning English at the secondary school, 
even those who were not attending English medium schools, because the Ministry of 
Education has declared the start of English classes compulsory at the secondary level 
in all schools. Despite the fact that 97.5% students have been learning English for at 
least more than three years, they are not at the required level of English to take the 
classes of their undergraduate year in the ELL Department of SU. On the other hand, 
it is striking that 10% of the second-year students have been learning English just for
two years and are attending the same classes as their peers having more years of 
background in English. This indicates that these students probably have taken 
intensive English courses outside of school.
Since the questionnaire was aimed to be administered to 20 students from 
each year of study, 10 students from day and 10 from evening classes, item number 
six addressed the students the question what undergraduate year of study they were 
in, in order to justify whether students were chosen from intended years of study.
1 he responses show that the questionnaire was administered to equal numbers of 
students from each undergraduate year, that is 20 students from each year.
Levels
This section presents the students’ perceptions of their language levels. As 
was mentioned before the questionnaire was administered to ten students in both day 
and evening classes from each year of instruction in the department. Since it is a 
requirement for students to focus on studying original literature in English in the 
second, third and fourth years of the department, they have to be at the adequate level 
of English in order to read literary works in detail. Considering that levels reflect 
students’ proficiency in English, the results will also highlight the reasons for 
students’ having difficulty in understanding the literature classes in the department. 
Therefore, it is salient that all students’ reflected their opinions about their current 
levels no matter what year of study they were in.
Table 3 gives information about the current levels of the students. It reflects 
that 50% of all the students, including the second-, third- and fourth-year students 
perceive their current level as upper-intermediate, which is the required level for
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first-year students, as stated by the administrators and teachers in the formal 
interviews, as well as a majority (60%) of the students themselves in Table 5.
Although two of the first-year students did not respond to item seven, which 
asked the students their current levels, 14 feel themselves at upper-intermediate level. 
However, again both the administrators and the teachers, in the interviews had stated 
that the greatest part of the first-year students were not at the required upper- 
intermediate level. The responses given by the students are also contradictory to the 
claims of the students in the group interviews, because they had stated that a great 
number of students attending the first year classes of the department were at lower 
levels than upper-intermediate and because of that had difficulties in comprehending 
the lectures.
Twenty-five percent of the second year students consider themselves at the 
upper-intermediate level, whereas the rest, 75%, feel that they are just at intermediate 
level. Also, 35% of the third-and 15% of the fourth-year students state that they feel 
themselves at the intermediate level. Interviewee students explained that despite 
their taking the 10-hour per week grammar classes in the first undergraduate year, 
they felt they were unable to reach the required level of English, and therefore had 
difficulties in comprehending the lectures in their current year. After having faced 
difficulties in these classes students seem more realistic about their actual language 
levels than first-year students.
Another striking point in this item was that only four fourth-year students 
responded that they felt themselves at the advanced level, the expected level for 
students for that undergraduate year. Only these students might be able to meet the 
demands of the fourth year of study without much difficulty and be more successful.
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Table 3
Student Perceived Levels: Item 7
Groups
n=78 A B C D Total Total
Levels F F F F F %
Pre-intermediate - “ -- ~ “ -
Intermediate 6 15 7 3 31 39.74
Upper-Intermediate -10 5 11 13 39 50
Advanced 2 -- 2 4 8 10.25
Total 18 20 20 20 78
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening classes, C= third year day and 
evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening classes. Two first year students did not respond to this item.
Table 4
Be at Game Level to Attend First Year Classes: Item 8
Groups
n=80
Same level
A
F
B
F
C
F
D
F
Total
F
Total
%
Yes 19 20 16 19 74 92.5
No 1 -- 3 1 5 6.25
No Idea -- -- 1 -- 1 1.25
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes. B= second year day and evening classes, C= third year day and 
evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening classes.
Table 5
What Level to Take First Year Classes: Item 9
Groups
n=80
Levels
A
F
B ■ 
F
C
F
D
F
Total
F
Total
%
Pre-intermediate -- -- " " — —
Intermediate 4 9 11 5 29 36.25
Upper-Intermediate 14 11 9 14 48 60
Advanced 2 - - - 3 3.75
Total 20 20 20 20 80
evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening classes.
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As indicated in Table 3, students from each introduced undergraduate year 
feel themselves at different levels. Table 4 indicates that 92.5% of the students 
agreed that students have to be at the same level to attend first year classes. Also, in 
the informal interviews some expressed a sense that they were not yet capable of 
dealing with the language demands of literature courses. Table 5 highlights that most 
of the students feel that they should be at the upper-intermediate level in order to take 
first-year classes, both the grammar classes which are meant to review basic and 
academic English, and the poetry and prose appreciation class which introduces 
literature to students. Therefore, they feel that students at lower levels should take 
extra training in English.
Again, Table 5 presents what level the students feel they should be at to take 
first year classes at the department. Sixty percent of the students responded that 
upper-intermediate was the necessary level to take the first-year classes. Since the 
fourth-year students are the most experienced students in the department and back up 
this view, it is better to consider their view, which is agreement with the 
administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions. Interestingly, two of the first-year 
students responded that advanced was the appropriate level in order to take these 
classes. When we look back to the first-year students’ responses in Table 3, we see 
that most of these studentregarded themselves as at the upper-intermediate level and 
therefore, most think they are adequate for this level.
Grammar
This section elicits information about the grammar knowledge of the students, 
and their thoughts that whether there should be more grammar classes in the second.
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third and fourth years of study in the department (See questions 10-14, Appendix B- 
1)·
Table 6 introduces the students’ responses whether they have sufficient 
grammar knowledge to take and understand the literature classes in the department.
This table (Table 6) shows that 39 (48.75%) out of the 80 students state that 
they have inadequate grammar knowledge to understand the literature courses.
Table 6
Sufficient Grammar to Take Literature Classes: Item 10
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Sufficient grammar F F F F F %
Yes 8 7 12 12 39 48.75
No 11 12 8 8 39 48.75
No Idea 1 1 - - 2 2.5
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Among these respondents there are eight fourth-year students (40%), eight 
third-year (40%) and twelve second-year students (60%). We can infer that the 
students are incapable of fulfilling the demands of the literature courses in their 
course of study because they lack the required grammar knowledge. Thus, if these 
students had had sufficient training in basic English grammar in their first year of 
study or before the first year, they would not have this much difficulty. When we 
look at the other respondents we can see that another 48.75% of the students believes 
the opposite and states that they have adequate grammar knowledge to attend and
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understand literature classes. This suggests that these students may not be having 
language problems and are more successful in meeting the demands of the courses.
Table 7 shows the students’ thoughts about whether grammar should be 
taught only in the first year of the departmental courses. Interestingly, 70% of the 
students responded that they indeed had to be taught grammar after the first year of 
instruction. On the contrary, only 30% of the students, including 11 fourth-year 
students, did not prefer more grammar instruction after the first year. The former 
result was contradictory to the opinions of most students in the informal interviews, 
since they had indicated that grammar should only be taught in the first year of 
instruction. They had stated that because the 10-hour per week grammar classes 
were insufficient, more hours should be devoted to grammar courses, but only in the 
first year of instruction. Again, a lecturer in the interviews had recommended the 
same: twenty-four hours per week grammar instruction.
Table 7
Grammar Only in the First Year of Instruction: Item 11
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Grammar only in the first year F F F F F %
Yes 5 2 6 11 24 30
No 15 18 14 9 56 70
No Idea ~ - - ~ -
Total 20 20 20 20 80
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
On the other hand, other student interviewees had rejected the 
recommendation for the increase of the grammar hours by saying that there were also 
other courses than grammar in the department. They stated that the students having 
difficulties in grammar should cover their lacks outside the department, in another 
program, that is, a preparatory program.
Since the department does not have a preparatory program for students in 
need of extra help in grammar, students stated that those weak students require 
grammar classes in the following years of instruction. They feel this would 
compensate for the lack of a preparatory program. Surprisingly, 18 of 20 (90%) 
second-year students state that they want more grammar instruction after being 
taught 10 hours of grammar per week in their previous year at the department. They 
probably realized that it was insufficient after having taken literature courses in the 
second year of instruction. Also, some students in the interviews have pointed out 
that reviewing grammar regularly would prevent them firom forgetting it.
In Table 8, we can see the responses of the students to the question whether 
they should have more grammar practice hours in the first year of instruction.
The responses reveal that 87.5% of all students report that they want more 
practice hours in grammar in their first year in the department. Noticeably, whereas 
all of the 20 second-year students have indicated the need for it, only 15 of the first 
year students agree on the opinion for more grammar practice hours in the first year.
The grammar classes in the department are intended to review grammar 
points in English, as well as develop reading, listening, writing and speaking skills.
As stated before, students know grammar theoretically rather than productively.
They think that practice classes would enable them practice their weak points in
67
68
grammar in order to leam them better and that doing more exercises in grammar 
would enable them to use grammar more correctly in their assignments.
Table 8
More Grammar Practice Hours in the First Year: Item 12
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
More grammar F F F F F %
Yes 15 20 18 17 70 87.5
No 5 - 2 3 9 11.25
No Idea - - - ~ 1 1.25
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
In the formal interviews both the teachers and the administrators stated that it 
was impossible for the teachers to read and check all the grammar homework 
assignments of the students, since the classes were overcrowded- having 60 to 80 
students. They felt that if the students were separated according to their levels and 
needs in grammar, there would be fewer students in one classroom, which would 
enable them to check students’ homework assignments and give them individual 
feedback.
The following table (Table 9) shows that 66.25% of the students felt that 
grammar courses should be taught after the first year of instruction, which confirms 
the students responses to item 11 as shown in Table 7. That is, 18 of 20 second-year 
students, 14 of 20 third-year students think that more grammar should be taught after
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the first-year 10-hour per week grammar classes. On the other hand, only seven of 
the 20 fourth-year students see the need for grammar instruction after the first-year 
classes. As indicated in the interviews, they think that the grammar classes in the 
Table 9
Grammar After First Year of Instruction: Item 13
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Grammar after 1®‘y®ar F F F F F %
Yes 14 18 14 7 53 66.25
No 5 2 6 13 26 32.5
No Idea 1 - - - 1 1.25
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
department reduce the hours of the literature classes, and they do not approve of this. 
They state that the grammar classes cannot be regarded as departmental classes and 
should be either optional or taught in a preparatory program. These interviewees 
pointed out that the grammar hours should be assigned to literature courses so that 
the students can investigate literary works in more detail.
Table 10 presents the respondents view about in which years of instruction 
grammar should be taught in the department. As can be seen, students reflect their 
opinion in which years of instruction they should be taught grammar courses and 
61.80% of the responses indicated that a majority of the students wanted more 
grammar courses in the second- and third-year of instruction. Among the other 
students, 30.90% wanted grammar courses not only in the second and third year, but
also in the fourth year of instruction, since they regard the grammar hours of the first 
and second year as insufficient, as stated in the group interviews.
Table 10
Grammar in What Years of Instruction: Item: 14
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Groups
n=55 A B C D Total Total
When to teach grammar F F F F F %
Second 1 — 1 2 4 7.27
Second and third 9 11 9 5 34 61.81
Second, third, fourth 5 7 4 1 17 30.90
Total 15 18 14 8 55
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes. Twenty-five students did not respond to this item.
The rest of the students, five first-year, two second-year, six third-year, and 
12 fourth-year students did not respond to this item since they had responded 
negatively to the previous item, which asked their views whether students in the ELL 
Department of SU should be taught grammar after the first year of instruction.
The section above highlighted the need for more grammar classes in the 
department. As the administrators and lecturers indicated in the interviews, students 
are expected to take literature classes in the second, third and fourth years of 
instruction. Thus, the students who cannot meet the demands of the literature classes 
need extra help, which cannot be provided without sacrificing required departmental 
courses.
Four Skills
The focus of this section is items 15-29 (See Appendix Bl), which 
investigated the importance of the four language skills. The following items 
investigate the perceptions of the students’ of the importance of these skills, or 
difficulties they had while using these skills under sub-headings of reading, listening, 
writing and speaking. Ten out of the 15 questions included rank order items, the rest 
consisted of yes/no and multiple choice items.
Table 11 shows that a great number of students thought that all the skills were 
equally important in order to be successful in the department.
As indicated in Table 11, a great majority, 92.5%, of the students think that 
all language skills are equally important in order to achieve success in the 
department. Only, 6.25% thinks that the skills are not equally important. The 
students’ views are in agreement with the perceptions of the administrators and the 
Table 11
Are All Language Skills Equally Important for Success: Item 15
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Groups
n=80
Importance of language skills
A
F
B
F
C
F
D
F
Total
F
Total
%
Yes 19 18 18 19 74 92.5
No 1 1 2 1 5 6.25
No idea ~ 1 - - 1 1,25
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
lecturers in this matter. Both lecturers and the administrators had indicated that 
students had to be proficient in all language skills, including academic skills, in order 
to understand the lectures. That is, they need to take part in the lectures by listening 
and asking questions and reading original texts in literature and writing about them.
In Table 12, we see the responses of the students who disagreed with the 
opinions of their peers in the previous item that all language skills were equally 
important (See Table 11). These students had to rank order the language skills from 
the most important skill to the least important skill, according to their own opinions. 
However, although six among the 80 students had responded to the former item 
(item 15) that they disagreed that all language skills were equally important, 12 of the 
ones that had stated that all language skills were equally important also rank ordered 
item 16. I did not include the responses of the latter group in the analysis of this 
item.
Table 12
Ranking the Four Skills According to Importance: Item 16
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Ranks
n=6
Importance of skills
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
M
Reading 2 1 — 3 2.33
Listening 1 1 4 ~ 3
Writing 2 1 1 2 2.5
Speaking 1 3 1 1 2.16
Total 6 6 6 6
Note. R= rank, Rl=most important, R4=least important, M= Mean.
The responses to item 16 show that speaking is considered as the most 
important skill with a mean of 2.16. Among the other three language skills reading is 
expressed as the second important skill with the mean score of 2.33, and listening is 
seen as the least important skill, with the mean of 3. .From these results it can be 
inferred that the students want more training in speaking, which is similar to the 
requests of the interviewees. They stated that they were given less training in 
speaking in the high schools they graduated from. Further, they expressed that 
although they were capable in reading literature, they could not either express 
themselves in classes during discussions or respond to the questions of the lecturers 
in English easily.
Therefore, speaking should be allocated more time, or separated into another 
course in each year of instruction. This suggestion was also brought up by one of the 
lecturers. However, one of the administrators reported that they have separated 
speaking from the other skills in that academic year 1998/1999, only in the first-year 
grammar classes.
Reading. The first subsection is devoted to the reading types and skills. In 
Table 13 (item 17) students rank ordered the types of reading activities in terms of 
their importance for departmental studies. The mean score of 1.35 shows that nearly 
all of the students in the questionnaire considered ‘reading for comprehension and 
interpretation’ as the most important reading type. This is not surprising, since the 
most important demand of the literature lectures expects students to interpret literary 
texts either orally or in writing in their classes, as well as on exams. In addition, 
students regarded ‘reading for note taking’ as the least important reading type with 
the mean score of 3.5, since note-taking is considered of minor importance when
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Table 13
Types of Reading According to Importance: Item 17
Ranks
n=78
Types of reading
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
M
Reading poetry and prose 9 1 7 61 2.56
Reading for note-taking 30 12 27 9 3.5
Reading journals, handouts 29 14 30 5 2.65
Reading for comprehension 10 51 14 3 1.35
Total 78 78 78 78
Note. R= rank, RInmost important, R4=least important, M= Mean.
compared to ‘reading for comprehension and interpretation’. That is, students not 
only read the literary texts in detail for comprehension, they also need to interpret 
these in writing or orally. ‘Reading poetry and prose’ and ‘reading journals, and 
handouts’ are regarded as of secondary importance, with the mean scores of 2.56 and 
2.65, since whatever students read they want to comprehend it in detail.
Table 14 below shows that 97.5 of the students responded item 18 that they 
indeed have some difficulties in reading and understanding English materials related 
to literature. The responses reveal that students need to be taught more hours of 
academic reading skills in order to be more successful in reading literature. Only 
two of the fourth-year students stated that they never had difficulties in reading 
literary material and this indicates that only 2.5% of the students feel themselves 
at the adequate level, advanced, and therefore are more successful in the related 
literary materials.
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Table 14
Difficulties in Reading: Item 18
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Having difficulties in reading F F F F F %
Always 1 2 3 2 8 10
Usually 9 13 9 9 40 50
Sometimes 10 5 8 7 30 37,5
Never - - - 2 2 2,5
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Table 15 shows the responses of the students having problems in reading and
understanding literary materials as stated in Table 14, that students have the most
important difficulty in reading ‘unknown vocabulary’. The mean score of 1.67
Table 15
Items Causing Difficulties in Reading: Item 19
Ranks
n=76 R1 R2 R3 R4 M
Difficulty in reading F F £ F
Unknown vocabulary 41 11 21 3 1.67
Difficult grammatical structures 20 32 23 1 2.17
Unfamiliar topics 14 30 30 2 2.32
Other 1 3 2 70 2.85
Total 76 76 76 76
Note. R= rank, Rl=most important, R4=least important, M= mean.
emphasizes the struggle of the students in trying to understand the vast amount of 
unknown vocabulary while reading literature. The second option ‘difficult grammar 
structures’ was regarded of secondary importance, since, as stated in the interviews 
students consider themselves more proficient in understanding grammatical points 
than in producing these in written form.
Although the last option, the open ended option in Table 15, has the mean 
score f 2.85, we cannot regard it as the least difficult item, because only five students 
responded to this option in this item. So, it is hard to generalize the result of this 
item to the whole population of the respondents. These five students reported that 
reading ‘Old and Middle English poetry’ was the most difficult item in reading.
Again, these responses reflect that the students do not understand the texts they read 
because of being confronted with many unknown vocabulary. They fear that they 
cannot understand the gist of the texts when they do not understand all the 
vocabulary in the texts. In addition, students complain that all of the literary works, 
including contemporary novels, contain too many unknown vocabulary items.
Item 20 ,Table 16, asked the respondents which reading skills and strategies 
were most important for them. ‘Drawing inferences and conclusions’ got the highest 
mean, 1. 83, from the students, who indicated that it was perceived as the most 
important skill in reading.
Then, the students expressed ‘understanding text organizations and 
linguistic/semantic aspects’ as the second priority, since they have to infer the 
underlying meanings of text while reading, especially, poetry. Skimming, is ranked
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Ranks
Table 16
The Most Important Reading Skills and Strategies: Item 20
n=79
Important reading skills
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
R5
F
M
Deducing unknown words 11 14 5 40 13 3.15
Skimming 15 6 11 22 24 3.16
Scanning 20 26 10 8 14 3.73
Drawing inferences 17 19 27 8 7 1.83
Understanding text organization 16 14 26 1 21 2.98
Total 79 79 79 79 79
Note. R= rank, Rl=most important, R4=least important, M= mean. One student did 
not respond to this item.
as the least important reading skill by a great majority of the students, with the mean 
score 3.73, because in reading literature, students consider understanding the whole 
as the utmost important part of reading.
Listening. Listening is the second sub-skill of this section. Students are 
asked to rank order the listening skills according to their importance for the 
departmental classes. Second, students have to state whether they have any 
difficulties while using listening skills.
The following table, (Table 17) presents the responses about the importance 
of the listening skills. The results show that ‘listening to different dialects of 
English’ with the mean of 1.83 was regarded as the most salient listening skill by 
most of the respondents. Interviewee students stated that they wanted be proficient 
in understanding English in whatever dialect or context it occurs. In addition the 
‘ability to understand and take adequate notes during lectures’ was the second most
important item with the mean 3.15 and ‘listening to native speakers of English from 
audio-or video-tapes’ was the third most important item with the mean of 3.16. They 
also claim that most of the students take notes while listening to the lectures of the 
lecturers in order to review these at home and understand them better, and be more 
successful on the exams.
Table 17
Most Important Listening Skills: Item 21
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Ranks
n=78
Important listening skills
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
M
Understand and take notes 37 29 7 8 3.15
Listening to authentic material 17 21 26 13 3.16
Follow spoken instructions 12 22 29 14 3.73
Different dialects of English 12 6 16 43 1.83
Total 78 78 78 78
Note. R= rank, Rl=most important, R4=least important, M= Mean. Two students 
did not respond to this item.
Further, students state that because they are incapable of speaking in the 
classes, they prefer taking notes. They also report that although they are able to 
follow the instructions of their teachers, they cannot respond to them and show them 
that they understood them, since they fear making grammar mistakes while speaking. 
Moreover, as administrators and teachers indicated, they simplify their English to 
enable their students to understand them. Then, the least important item is pointed as 
the ‘ability to follow spoken instructions’, with the mean score 3.73, since, in the 
lectures, students have little difficulty in following the instructions of their teachers.
Table 18 reveals that nearly all the students, 94.75 % had some difficulties in 
the listening skills, among which, 20 % usually had difficulty in listening and 3.75% 
always had difficulty in these skills. These results reveal that students need more 
training in listening. As stated in the interviews, lecturers have students listen to 
audio-taped critiques of certain novels by native speakers of English. In addition, as 
indicated in the former table (Table 17), it is very difficult for students to follow 
authentic English material, because the speakers talk too fast. However, one first- 
Table 18
Difficulties in Listening: Item 22
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Groups
0=80 A B C D Total Total
Difficulty in listening F F F F F %
Always 1 — — 2 3 3,75
Usually 3 7 3 3 16 20
Sometimes 15 13 17 12 57 71,25
Never 1 - - 3 4 5
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
year student and two fourth-year students stated that they never had difficulties in 
listening. That may be because they have learned English orally from English 
speaking tourists in the holiday resorts they worked for.
Table 19 presents the listening skills in which students have the most 
difficulties. Most of the students indicated that they had the most difficulty in 
listening to authentic material in audio and video-tapes, with the mean score of 1.73.
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Table 19
Listening Skills That Cause Difficulties: Item 23
n=76
Difficult listening skills
Ranks
R1
F
R2
F
R3
£
R4
F
M
Understand and take notes 14 42 3 19 2.92
Listening to authentic material 10 18 10 36 1.73
Follow spoken instructions 20 10 37 9 2.22
Different dialects of English 32 6 26 12 2.18
Total 76 76 76 76
did not respond to this item.
Since these native speakers use different dialects of English, it is hard to understand 
and get used to their dialects of English as indicated by the mean score of 2.18 for 
the second most difficult listening skill.
It is interesting that in this item students have ranked ‘listening to lectures and 
note taking’ as the least difficult option. This is because students have got used to 
how their lecturers speak and do not have much difficulty in understanding them 
when compared to native speakers of English. On the other hand, as lecturers in the 
interviews have reported, the medium of instruction in the department is English and 
therefore the students need to be able to comprehend lectures.
However, students seem to have less difficulty in comprehending lectures 
because the lecturers simplify their English and use alternative words to enable the 
students to understand them. This was what the lecturers and the administrators had 
said in the interviews.
Writing. This subsection introduces the students’ views about the writing 
skill. Considering the mean scores (Table 20), we can state that the most important 
writing skill in item 24 for the students is ‘paraphrasing and interpreting texts’, since 
students constantly have to paraphrase and interpret literary texts in the literature 
classes.
Table 20
Important Writing Skills: Item 24
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n=76
Important writing skills
Ranks
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
R5
F
M
Writing essays/reports 12 11 10 16 31 2.86
In class writing assignments 20 12 8 22 13 3.43
Writing answers to exams 23 8 11 13 20 3.5
Writing critiques or analyses 8 23 28 10 6 2.81
Paraphrasing and interpreting 13 22 19 15 6 2.51
Total 76 76 76 76 76
Note. R= rank, Rl=most important, R4=least important, M= mean. Four students 
did not respond to this item.
Surprisingly, writing in class assignments and open-ended answers to exams 
were the two least important writing skills according to the responses of the 
respondents. Students’ performance in writing is evaluated with their writing in 
exams.
Table 21 indicates that 86.25% of the students had some difficulties in 
writing tasks and assignments in the department. Nine of the 20 second-year 
students stated that they usually had difficulties in writing tasks and assignments. 
The department does not have a specific writing class for second-, third- and fourth-
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year students in which they can learn the adequate academic skills in writing. So, it 
is not surprising that most of these students including first year students have 
difficulties in the writing skills. Therefore, students having difficulties in writing 
tasks and assignments need to get extra training.
Table 21
Difficulties in Writing: Item 25
Groups
n=80 A B C D Total Total
Having writing difficulties F F F F F %
Always 2 1 — 2 5 6,25
Usually 5 9 3 3 20 25
Sometimes 11 10 13 10 44 55
Never 2 - 4 5 11 13.75
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Table 21 shows that 13.75% of the students have responded that they never 
have difficulties in writing, which is rather amazing, since these students are non­
native speakers of English and will meet some difficulties while writing in English.
As shown in Table 22, students having difficulties in writing (See Table 21) 
state that ‘organizing information in a paragraph or paragraphs’, with the mean score 
of 2.61 and ‘choosing appropriate vocabulary’, with the mean score of 2.66, are the 
two most difficult options in item 26. Interestingly, students do not regard the 
‘writing critiques or analyses to author’s works’ option, which was reported as one of 
the most important writing skills in item 24 as a difficult option in this item (26), and
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which has the mean of 3.30. They probably became accustomed to writing critiques 
and analysis to author’s works in their literature classes.
Table 22
Writing Skills That Cause Difficulties: Item 26
n=68
Difficult writing skills
Ranks
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
R5
F
M
Forming grammatical sentences 14 22 16 9 11 3.22
Choosing appropriate vocabulary 13 15 20 8 11 2.66
Organizing information 10 7 13 21 15 2.61
Formulating topics and conclusions 10 12 12 16 17 3.30
Having coherence and unity 21 12 7 14 14 3.17
Total 68 68 68 68 68
did not respond to this item.
Speaking. The final sub-skill of this section is devoted to speaking. The 
items in this part inquire about students’ opinions about the most important speaking 
skills and the speaking skills that cause difficulties for them.
Table 23 introduces the responses to the most essential speaking skills for 
literature classes. Students responded that the most important speaking skill for their 
departmental classes was ‘participating in class or other discussions’, with a mean 
score of 2.07. That is, as interviewee students pointed out, they want to be able to 
speak fluently without making many grammar mistakes while speaking. They stated 
that because they tried to translate their thoughts from Turkish to English, they were 
unable to be precise and fluent in English. The second priority was given to ‘asking 
and answering questions in lectures, with the mean score of 2.38 because, again in
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the interviews, students reported that they wanted to ask and answer questions in the 
lectures without having any fear of making mistakes.
Table 23
Essential Sneaking Skills: Item 27
n=78
Important speaking skills
Ranks
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
R5
F
M
Participating in discussions 36 14 10 16 2 2.07
Asking and answering questions 24 23 14 13 4 2.38
Organizing and presenting reports 2 17 27 8 18 2.64
Pronunciation 8 17 20 19 20 3.23
Giving instructions 8 7 7 22 34 4.02
Total 78 78 78 78 78
not respond to this item.
As stated above, students hesitate to talk in classes with the fear of making 
many grammar mistakes while speaking. Hence, students clearly need extra help in 
speaking in order to take part in both classes and in class discussions about literary 
works. One of the lecturers had reported that students were expected to state their 
views about literary works, as well as participate in classes. The option ‘giving 
instructions’ got the mean score of 4.02, which indicates that it had almost no 
importance for the students. This result implies that, this option was inappropriate to 
the needs of the students and should not been asked to them.
Table24 shows that 85% of the students have some difficulties in the 
speaking skills, among these 32.4% ‘usually’ had difficulties in these skills. That is, 
again as stated above students feel themselves incapable in using speaking skills.
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since they lack the training in speaking. As seen, it is clear that the students having 
this difficulty urgently need extra help, speaking classes; in order to improve their 
speaking skills that will enable them be more proficient in English and participate 
easily in all their classes in the department.
Table 24
Difficulties in Speaking: Item 28
Groups
N=80 A B C D Total Total
Difficulties in speaking F F F F F %
Always 2 1 — 2 8 10
Usually 5 9 3 3 26 32.5
Sometimes 11 10 13 10 34 42.5
Never 2 - 4 5 12 15
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
Furthermore, when asked in item 29 about the skills which the above students 
(Table 24) had difficulties in, they stated that they had the most difficulty in the most 
essential speaking skill, as seen in Table 25: ‘Participating in class and other 
discussions’, which has the mean score of 2.13. As mentioned several times above, 
students need to participate in the literature classes in order to discuss their point of 
view about literature. In addition, they have to take oral exams on which they 
present their views about the read novels. Here, the second important item is ‘asking 
and answering questions in lectures’, with the mean score of 2.42. Since
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‘pronouncing words clearly’ has the mean score of 3.66, which is below the mean 
average, it implies that students did not have much difficulty in this option.
Interestingly, interviewees had stated that they had difficulties in correct 
pronunciation, since they had learned English from non-native speakers of English, 
who sometimes had problems in correct pronunciation.
Table 25
Speaking Skills That Cause Difficulties: Item 29
0=66
Difficult speaking skills
Ranks
R1
F
R2
F
R3
F
R4
F
R5
F
M
Participating in discussions 28 19 9 7 3 2.13
Asking and answering questions 20 26 12 5 4 2.42
Organizing and presenting reports 6 5 29 15 10 2.74
Pronunciation 5 6 15 15 25 3.66
Giving instructions 7 10 1 24 24 3.95
Total 66 66 66 66 66
students did not respond to this item.
Once more, ‘giving instructions’ is stated as the least important speaking skill 
with the mean 3.95, which indicates that students do probably not use this skill. 
Suggestions
Finally, this section presents the suggestions of the students on the one open- 
ended item (30) what the Selçuk University or the administration of the ELL 
Department should do in order to help the students having the above mentioned 
difficulties and lacks in the English language including both basic and academic 
English skills.
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Table 26
Suggestions for the Improvement of Weak Students: Item 30
Groups
n=80
Suggestions
A
F
B
F
C
F
D
F
Total
F
Total
%
Prep school 15 14 14 19 62 77.5
Language labs 2 - 4  1 7  8.75
Native speaker 1 „ . . . . ■ 1 1 .25
Less Ss in a class 1 1 1,25
Administration should know -  1 -- -- 1 1.25
Motivation 1 4 1 -- 6 7.5
Office hours -- 1 1 -- 2 2.5
Total 20 20 20 20 80
Note. A= first year day and evening classes, B= second year day and evening 
classes, C= third year day and evening classes, D= fourth year day and evening 
classes.
As the numbers in Table 27 show, the predominant majority of the students 
responded that either the department or the university should open a preparatory 
school to help the weak students in English, by training them in all the language 
points they have difficulties in. As it can be seen in the table, the second alternative 
given to a preparatory program is ‘language laboratories’, which is actually a part of 
the preparatory school itself. Other options such as ‘motivation’ (7.5%) and ‘office 
hours’ do not seem as useful suggestion since these options would not contribute to 
the improvement of the weak students.
Having analyzed the responses to the items, which investigated about the 
needs of the students, what implications these responses might have can be 
scrutinized. In addition, some guidelines for the establishment of an appropriate
8 8
preparatory program for the incoming weak students in English, in the English 
Language and Literature Department of Selçuk University can be formulated. 
Further, some implications for further research can be presented. These all are 
discussed in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
Overview of the Study
This study was conducted to find out the English language needs of the 
students in the English Language and Literature department of Selçuk University, 
and, based on these needs, to develop guidelines for the establishment of a 
preparatory program for the students in need of it. In a needs analysis, students 
needs should be documented by gathering the data from multiple sources rather than 
relying on only students’ perceptions of their own needs (Smith, 1990; McDonough, 
1984). Therefore, in this study I used three groups of informants to collect the data. 
The first group of informants consisted of two administrators at Middle East 
Technical University and one director at Çankaya University, an instructor at Bilkent 
University, and 48 students in the ELL Department of SU. The second group 
consisted of two administrators, five lecturers, and one instructor in the ELL 
Department of SU. The third group consisted of 80 students it the ELL Department 
of SU. The administrators in the first group were interviewed informally without a 
schedule of questions about the preparatory programs in their institutions. My 
purpose was to gain some insights about existing preparatory programs in Turkey. 
The students in the ELL Department of SU were also interviewed informally without 
a schedule of questions to examine their perceptions of their own needs in English.
The second group, administrators and teachers in the ELL Department of SU, 
was interviewed with a schedule of formal questions to investigate their perceptions 
of the English needs of their students. These interviews were analyzed through a 
categorization system, categorizing the responses into five categories. The last group
was administered a 30-item questionnaire which was partly adapted and partly 
designed based on the results of the informal and formal interviews to investigate the 
students’ perceptions about their strengths and weaknesses in English. The 
questionnaire consisted of five sections including personal background information, 
yes-no questions, multiple choice, rank order items and one open-ended item and 
was analyzed by means of frequencies and percentages. Written responses to the 
open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire were first analyzed by 
identifying several categories, coding the responses into these categories, and 
calculating the frequencies and percentages of the categorized responses.
The comparison and the analysis of the perceptions of the three groups has 
allowed me to identify the English needs of the students in the ELL Department of 
SU. In light of the results I point to some implications and have formulated some 
guidelines for the establishment of a preparatory program at Selçuk University, 
which I present in the following section.
General Results and Implications
This study was done to answer the research questions and in this part I 
discuss each question according to the results I obtained from the interviews and the 
questionnaire. The first research question is divided into three sub-sections each of 
which will be reported on separately below.
Research question la; ‘What are the administrators’ perceptions of their 
students needs in terms of basic and academic English?’
Both administrators indicated that most of the students lacked appropriate 
grammar knowledge and academic English study skills and therefore could neither 
write down their ideas nor utter their thoughts in classes correctly. Since students
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were enrolled in classes at different levels, there were discrepancies between their 
required and current levels of English. So, their current low levels of English have to 
be brought up a sufficient level, that is upper-intermediate, in order to enable them be 
successful in their departmental classes (See Brown, 1995). Generally, both of these 
interviewees pointed out that language and academic skills were equally important 
for taking classes in the department because students have to focus on reading and 
interpreting literature, speak in classes, listen to authentic spoken texts, and write 
cormnents on literary works. Finally, both of the administrators suggested that a 
preparatory program could solve the problems of the students having difficulties in 
reading and listening to lectures, speaking and writing activities in the lectures. After 
having been trained in a preparatory program to achieve similar levels of English, 
students could be able to be proficient in English, in all classes in the department.
Research question lb: ‘What are the teachers’ perceptions of their students 
needs in terms of English?’
The teachers interviewed in this study reported ideas similar to those of the 
administrators, that most students had difficulties in understanding their English 
medium lectures because of being at inappropriate levels. They stated that the 
students had grammar problems and made many grammar mistakes while speaking 
or writing assignment and exams. Therefore, students did not speak in their classes 
because they feared making too many grammar mistakes or because they were 
unable to comprehend the lectures. Since all teachers emphasized that students have 
difficulties in using academic English skills, such as stating points of view in lectures 
and discussions, taking notes during lectures and paraphrasing literary works in their 
courses, students have to be allocated more time for training in these skills.
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Jordan (1997) states that students need to know adequate academic skills for 
effective study through the medium of English. Since the department neither has 
sufficient teaching staff, nor physical conditions, the university should change the 
current regulations and provide help for the students in need for extra training in 
basic English grammar and academic skills in English by establishing an appropriate 
preparatory program for ELL students.
Research question Ic: ‘What are the students’ perceptions of their own needs 
in terms of English?
The results I obtained from both the questionnaire and the interviews indicate 
that students are in agreement with their administrators’ views about the levels of the 
students in the ELL Department of SU. They emphasize that students taking the 
same classes have great gaps among their levels in English. They claim that because 
of these gaps, while some students comprehend the lectures successfully and speak in 
the classes without any hesitation, others cannot comprehend the lectures properly 
and are doomed to failure in the classes of the following years of instruction.
The responses to the grammar section of the questionnaire show that students 
regard grammar as another problematic area because more than the half of the 
students in the department face difficulties in basic grammar rules and use, while 
taking literature classes. Once more, the perceptions of all teachers and students are 
in agreement that a plurality of the students in the department, have difficulties in 
grammar. In addition, the questionnaire revealed that the present grammar classes in 
the department are not viewed as sufficient to develop students’ basic and academic 
English to levels that would ensure success in the program. The interviewed students
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disagreed with the views of the questionnaire respondents that grammar classes 
should also be given after the first year of instruction.
Regarding the contradicting views of the students, we can infer that only the 
students who feel themselves weak in grammar should take the extra grammar 
classes in order to acquire the grammar knowledge, rules and use better, and the rest 
of the students should advance to literature classes, without being obliged to take 
more grammar classes after the first year of instruction.
In the language skills section, most of the students reflected their perceptions 
that all language skills were equally important to take departmental classes in the 
ELL Department of SLf. However, since the language skills were focused on under 
separate headings the results of students’ views about each skill are reported in that 
order.
When we compare the results of the four language skill items, it can be 
concluded that the students in the ELL Department need to improve some of their 
existing language skills and strategies in English. They all have reflected that they 
are confronted with varying difficulties in all four language skills while reading or 
listening to authentic materials or when using their productive skills in English since 
they are non-native speakers of English.
In reading, especially, students need to develop some reading skills and 
strategies to deduce the meanings of unknown vocabulary items, and they also need 
to develop some reading strategies for understanding difficult grammatical structmes 
they come across while reading literary works. While listening, students say that 
they need to develop skills and strategies that will enable them understand authentic 
English materials better. Further, they also need to develop appropriate skills to
comprehend various English dialects, in order to understand native speakers of 
English either when talking face to face with them, listening to their seminars or 
listening to them through audio or video tapes in classes.
For the writing skill, most students indicate that they need to develop certain 
writing skills which will enable them organize information in an appropriate way in a 
paragraph or paragraphs and choose appropriate vocabulary while writing essays and 
assignments.
Then, for the speaking skill, they again state that they need to improve their 
speaking abilities by acquiring essential speaking skills and strategies that will enable 
them participate in class discussions, without any fear or hesitation, and ask or 
respond to questions easily in or outside the classroom.
Finally, in the last section of the questionnaire, the most notable finding is 
that almost all students think that either the university or the department should open 
a preparatory program which would train the weak students in the grammar areas and 
language skills they had difficulties in and change their low English abilities into 
desired high abilities. This view was also reinforced by all the other informants.
Although there is a general agreement among the administrators, teachers and 
students on the academic English needs of the students in the EEL Department of 
SU, student interviewees highly emphasized that the most essential and the most 
difficult skill for most of the students is speaking. A great number of the students in 
the department could neither utter their thoughts in English, nor produce well-formed 
grammatical statements because they were not proficient enough in the English 
speaking skills.
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To conclude, students being at different levels of English should take a 
placement test and be placed into separate classes according to their levels in English 
and trained to reach the same levels of English appropriate to meet the demands of 
the departmental classes. That is, as indicated before, students should be minimally 
at the upper-intermediate level in English in order to be successful in departmental 
classes and in their future academic studies.
Research question 4: ‘Based on the students’ needs what are guidelines for an 
appropriate preparatory program for the students in the ELL department of Selçuk 
University?’
My primary aim in doing this needs analysis study was to reveal the basic and 
academic needs of the English needs of the students in the ELL Department of SU 
and provide guidelines for an appropriate preparatory program for incoming students 
in need for extra training in basic and academic English skills, in order to reach the 
required upper-intermediate level to attend departmental classes. I have to indicate 
that the guidelines I present are limited to the findings of this study and therefore 
should not be regarded as the only solutions to the problems met in the ELL 
Department of SU.
Guidelines for an Appropriate Preparation Program
The guidelines I present below are deduced from both the interview and 
questionnaire results, as well as my own assumptions:
• After examining this needs analysis study, either the university or the department 
should design a curriculum and a syllabus appropriate for the needs of the weak 
students in the ELL Department.
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The number of the English teaching instructors should be increased so that each 
instructor should teach English to a maximum number of 25 students. This is 
also one of the prerequisites of the Turkish Higher Education Committee (YÖK) 
for the establishment of a preparatory program (Hatipoğlu, 1998).
Either the university or the department should design a placement test, with a cut 
off point of 60 for entry into the ELL Department of SU. Since students enroll 
the department with different English backgrounds their levels should be 
identified. The ones that pass the placement test should advance directly to 
departmental classes. The ones who fail this test should be placed in appropriate 
level classes.
Then a diagnostic test should be designed for the students who failed the 
placement test to identify their strengths and weaknesses in basic and academic 
English and teach them the required academic skills they lack in English 
(Hughes, 1989) In these classes students’ overall ability should be raised to the 
upper-intermediate level required for the first-year classes in the ELL 
Department.
In the preparatory program, the current grammar classes including the four 
language skills and grammar should be separated into four distinct classes. Since 
students having different levels of English will be in need for different hours of 
skills or grammar instruction and they should be allocated the appropriate hours 
of training in the skills they need: at least five hours per week for grammar and 
each skill.
The speaking skill should be allocated more hours than the other skills with the 
help of native speaking instructors, since most students have never been exposed
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to authentic contexts of English, and native speakers of English in some sense 
provide this context to students because they will have to use English in order to 
talk to these instructors.
• Extra time should be spent on grammar practice hours so that students can 
practice the grammar points studied by doing exercises and acquire them 
more fully.
• Strategy and skills development classes should be taught to students so that they 
can acquire appropriate strategies and skills for use in the their current and future 
studies when faced with difficulties in the language areas: e.g., a ‘vocabulary 
building strategies’ class.
• Finally, a proficiency test should be designed to measure students’ achievement 
in basic and academic English skills after they have covered sufficient training in 
the previously mentioned classes of the preparatory program and determine 
whether students can advance to the departmental classes.
Limitations of the Study
One of the informants who had also taken part in a needs analysis in the 
preparatory school at a private university recommended that I do a needs analysis by 
observing the students in their classes for a period of time in order to monitor their 
current abilities, lacks and needs in English. Since I had limited time for doing this 
study and SU was located in a distant city, I did not include observation into my data 
collection instruments. However, if observation had been included into the study, the 
results might have been affected by including the data collected by this instrument.
Another limitation might be the exclusion of teachers’ and institutions’ needs 
from the study. Again, the exploration and the data analysis of the teachers’ and
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institutions’ needs would have been more time consuming than the current phase of 
the research allowed. Nonetheless, the results of these data would have enabled me 
to compare them with the students’ needs and formulate better guidelines for the 
benefit of the students.
Further, some of the rank order questions were not responded to by a great 
number of students, and it should be taken into consideration that the rank order 
questions would have been responded by all of the students if they were constructed 
in a better way. In addition, after the analysis of the questionnaire, I realized that 
some other items could have been included to the questionnaire.
Implications for Further Research
This needs analysis study might pave the way for further studies in the ELL 
department of SU. Since a needs analysis should collect data from all possible 
sources of information in order to achieve sound information about the students’ 
needs, a greater number of informants could be included in a further needs analysis 
study. The next research might be a needs analysis to explore teachers’ and the 
institution’s needs. A further study might be curriculum design for the classes of the 
preparatory school.
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A P P E N D I X  A
I n t e r v i e w  Q u e s t i o n s
1- What level of English do you think students need to know in order to attend 
classes in the department?
2- Do you think that all the students are at the required level of English to
attend classes successfully?
3- What medium of language do you use in your classes?
4- Do the students meet any language difficulties in taking classes?
5- What do you think should be done to improve weak students’ language skills?
6- Do you think that all language skills (reading, listening, writing and speaking) are 
equally important to attend the literature classes? If not, which is/are most 
important?
7- Why are the present ‘grammar’ classes insufficient in meeting the demands of the 
students?
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APPENDIX B-1
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E
Dear students
I am a research assistant in the English Language and Literature Department 
of Selçuk University in Konya, Turkey. Currently, I am an MA TEFL student at 
Bilkent University, and doing a research project on analysis of the English needs of 
the students in the English Language and Literature Department of Selçuk 
University. Therefore, I am interested in your experiences and opinions. Your 
responses will help me a great deal with my research. They will be kept 
confidential. I will be very grateful if you would complete the questions below. 
Please circle the answers or rank order the answers from the most important/difficult 
to the least important/difficult.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Nazlı Gündüz
S E C T I O N  I
B i o g r a p h i c a l  I n f o r m a t i o n
1. Name:............................ .(Optional)
2. Age :
3. Sex: a) Male b) Female
4. High school you graduated from:
a) Anatolian high school
b) Private college
c) Vocational high school
d) State high school
5.
6 .
How long have you been learning English?
a) 1-2 years
b) 3-5 years
c) 6-8 years
d) over 8 years
Year of study at this department?
a) First year
b) Second year
c) Third year
d) Fourth year and over
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S E C T I O N  I I
Levels
7. According to you what is your current level of English?
a) Pre-intermediate
b) Intermediate
c) Upper- intermediate
d) Advanced
8. Do you think that all students should be at the same level to take first year 
instruction in your department?
a) Yes b) No c) No Idea
9. Aceording to you what level is needed to follow first year classes in your field of 
study?
a) Pre-intermediate
b) Intermediate
c) Upper- intermediate
d) Advanced
S E C T I O N  I I I
G r a m m a r
10. Do you have adequate grammar knowledge to follow literature classes?
a) Yes b) No c) No Idea
11. Do you think that the grammar classes should only be taught on the first year of 
instruction?
a) Yes b) No c) No Idea
12. Do you think that you need more hours of grammar practice in the first year of 
instruction?
a) Yes b) No c) No Idea
13. Do you think that you should take grammar classes after the first year of 
instruction?
a) Yes b) No c) No idea
14. If yes, in which years do you think that grammar should be taught?
a) Second
b) Second and third
c) Second, third and fourth
106
S E C T I O N  I V
Language Skills
15. Do you think all language skill areas (reading, listening, writing, speaking) are 
equally important for success in your field of study?
a) Yes b) No c) No Idea
16. If no, which of the following skills are most important in your field of study? 
Please rank order them from (1) the most important to (4) the least important for 
success in your department.
( ) a) Reading
( ) b) Listening
( ) c) Speaking
( ). d) Writing
Reading
17. Which types of reading are most important in your field of study? Please rank 
order them from (1) the most important to (4) the least important.
( ) a) Reading poetry and prose
( ) b) Reading for note taking
( ) c) Reading journals, handouts and notes in the field
( ) d) Reading for comprehension and interpretation
18. Do you have difficulties in reading and understanding English materials related 
to your field of study?
department ?
a) Always b) Usually c) Sometimes d) Never
19. If your answer is a, b or c which of the following items cause you difficulty in 
reading? Please rank order them from (1) the most difficult to (4) the least 
difficult. '
( ) a) Unknown vocabulary
( ) b) Difficult grammatical structures
( ) c) Unfamiliar topics
( ) d) Other, (please specify).............................................................
20. What reading skills and strategies are most important in your field of study? 
Please rank order them from (1) the most important to (5) the least important.
) a) Deducing unknown words
) b) Skimming ( reading quickly for the main idea or gist)
) c) Scanning ( reading quickly for a specific piece of information)
) d) Drawing inferences and conclusions
) e) Understanding text organizations and linguistic/semantic aspects
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L i s t e n i n g
21. Which listening skills are most important in your field of study? Please rank 
order them from (1) the most important to (5) the least important.
( ) a) Ability to understand and take adequate notes during lectures
( ) b) Listening to recorded authentic material ( audio/video tape recordings)
( ) c) Ability to follow spoken instructions
( ) d) Listening to different dialects of English
22. Do you have any difficulties in listening comprehension in your field of study?
a) Always b) Usually c) Sometimes d) Never
23. If your answer is a, b or c which listening skills do you have difficulty in?
Please rank order them from (1) the most difficult to (5) the least difficult.
( ) a) Ability to understand and take adequate notes during lectures
( ) b) Listening to recorded authentic material ( audio/video tape recordings)
( ) c) Ability to follow spoken instructions
( ) d) Listening to different dialects of English
W r i t i n g
24. Which writing skills are most important in your field of study? Please rank order 
them from (1) the most important to (4) the least important.
( ) a) Writing essays/ reports
( ) b) In class writing assignments
( ) c) Writing answers to open ended exams
( ) d) Writing critiques or analyses to authors' works
( ) e) Paraphrasing and interpreting
25. Do you have difficulties in writing tasks and assignments in your department?
a) Always b) Usually c) Sometimes d) Never
26. If your answer is a, b or c which of the following writing skills cause you 
difficulty in writing English? Please rank order them from (1) the most difficult to 
(5) the least difficult.
( ) a) Forming grammatically well-formed sentences
( ) b) Choosing appropriate vocabulary
( ) c) Organizing information in a paragraph or paragraphs
( ) d) Formulating topic and concluding sentences
( ) e) Having coherence and unity in a paragraph and across paragraphs
108
Speaking
27. Which speaking skills are most essential in your field of study? Please rank 
order them from (1) the most important to (5) the least important.
( ) a) Participating in class and other discussions
( ) b) Asking and answering questions in lectures 
( ) c) Organizing and presenting oral reports
( ) d) Pronouncing words clearly 
( ) e) Giving instructions
28. Do you have any difficulties in speaking?
a) Always b) Usually c) Sometimes d) Never
29. If your answer is a, b or c which of the following speaking skills do you have 
difficulties in? Please rank order them from (1) the most difficult to (5) the least 
difficult.
( ) a) Participating in class and other discussions
( ) b) Asking and answering questions in lectures
( ) c) Organizing and presenting oral reports
( ) d) Pronouncing words clearly 
( ) e) Giving instructions
S E C T I O N  V
Suggestions
30. What do you think the university or administration should do for the students 
having difficulty in English language skills in your department? Please write your 
suggestions briefly.
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APPENDIX B-1
ANKET
Sevgili Öğrenciler,
Selçuk Üniversitesi İngiliz Dili ve Edebiyatı Bölümünde araştırma görevlisi 
olarak görev yapmaktayım. Halen Bilkent Üniversitesinde Yabancı Dil Olarak 
İngilizce Öğretimi (TEFL) programında yüksek lisans öğrenimi görmekteyim. Bu 
program dahilinde Selçuk Üniversitesi İngiliz Dili ve Edebiyatı Bölümü 
öğrencilerinin 'İngiliz dili ihtiyaçları' konulu bir araştırma yapmaktayım. Dolayısıyla 
siz öğrencilerin deneyim ve fikirleri ile ilgileniyorum. Vereceğiniz cevaplar saklı 
tutulacaktır ve hem sizin İngilizce öğreniminize hem de benim çalışmama faydalı 
olacaktır. Lütfen cevapları daire içine alınız yada önem/zorluk sırasına göre 
numaralandırınız: (1) en önemli/en (4) en az önemli/ en az zor.
Ankete verdiğiniz cevaplar için şimdiden teşekkür ederim.
Nazlı Gündüz
BOLUM I
Kişisel Bilgiler
1. İsim:...................................................(Yazmayabilirsiniz)
2. Yaşınız:..............................................
3. Cinsiyetiniz: a) Bay b) Bayan
4. Mezun olduğunuz lise:
a) Anadolu Lisesi
b) Özel Kolej
c) Meslek Lisesi
d) Düz Lise
5. Kaç yıldır İngilizce öğrenmektesiniz?
a) 1-2
b) 3-5
c) 6-8
d) 8 den fazla
6. Bu bölümde kaçıncı yılmızdasmız?
a) İlk
b) İkinci
c) Üçüncü
d) Dördüncü ve üstü
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BOLUM II
S e v i y e l e r
7. Sizce şu anki İngilizce seviyeniz aşağıdakilerden hangisidir?
a) Düşük ( Pre-intermediate)
b) Orta ( intermediate)
c) İyi .(Upper-intermediate)
d) İleri ( Advanced)
8. İngiliz Dili ve Edebiyatı Bölümündeki birinci sınıf derslerini takip edebilmek için 
tüm
öğrencilerin aynı seviyede olması gerektiğini düşünüyor musunuz? 
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
9. Bölümünüzdeki birinci sınıf derslerini takip edebilmek için öğrencilerin hangi 
seviyede olması gerektiğini düşünüyorsunuz?
a) Düşük ( Pre-intermediate)
b) Orta ( intermediate)
c) İyi ( Upper-intermediate)
d) İleri ( Advanced)
B O L U M  I I I
D i l b i l g isi
10. Edebiyat derslerini takip edebilmek için yeterli dilbilgisi bilginiz olduğunu 
düşünüyor musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
11. Dilbilgisi derslerinin sadece birinci sınıfta verilmesi gerektiğini düşünüyor 
musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
12. Birinci sınıfta daha fazla uygulamalı dilbilgisi dersleri verilmesi gerektiğini 
düşünüyor musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
13. Birinci sınıftan sonra da dilbilgisi dersleri verilmesi gerektiğini düşünüyor 
musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
14. Eğer cevabınız evet ise, hangi sınıflarda dilbilgisi dersleri verilmesi gerektiğini 
düşünüy orsunuz?
a) İkinci
b) İkinci ve üçüncü
c) İkinci, üçüncü ve dördüncü
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B O L U M  I V
D i l  B e c e r i l e r i
15. Bütün dil becerilerinin ( okuma, dinleme, yazma, konuşma) bölümünüzde başarı 
sağlamak için aynı ölçüde önemli olduğunu düşünüyor musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayır c) Fikrim yok
16. Eğer cevabmız.hayır ise, aşağıdaki dil becerilerinin hangilerinin sizin bölüm 
için önemli olduğunu düşünüyorsunuz? Lütfen önem sırasına göre sıraya 
koyunuz:
(1) en önemli, (4) en az önemli.
( ) a) Okuma,
( ) b) Dinleme
( ) c) Yazma
( ) d) Konuşma
Okuma
17. Bölümünüz için gerekli olan okuma çeşitlerini önem sırasına göre sıraya 
koyunuz: (1) en önemli, (4) en az önemli.
( ) a) Düzyazı ve şiir okuma
( ) b) Not tutmak için okuma
( ) c) Bölüm ile ilgili yayın, makale ve notları okuma
( ) d) Anlamak ve yorumlamak için okuma
18. Bölümünüz ile ilgili yazılı İngilizce metinleri okumakta ve anlamakta zorluk 
çektiğiniz oluyor mu?
a) Her zaman b) Genellikle c) Bazen d) Hiçbir zaman
19. Cevabınız a, b  veya c  ise, aşağıdakilerin hangilerini okumakta zorluk 
çekiyorsunuz? Lütfen zorluk sırasına göre sıraya koyup numaralandırınız: (1) en 
zor, (4) en az zor.
( ) a) Bilinmeyen terimler
( ) b) Zor dilbilgisi yapıları
( ) c) Hakkında fazla bilgi sahibi olmadığım konular
( ) d) Diğer (lütfen belirtiniz).....................................................................
20. Bölümünüz için hangi okuma becerilerinin ve stratejilerinin önemli olduğunu 
düşünüyorsunuz. Lütfen önem sırasına göre sıraya koyunuz: (1) en önemli, (5) 
en az önemli.
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( )
a) Bilinmeyen kelimeleri tahmin etme
b) Genel ifadeyi anlamak için hızlı okuma (skimming)
c) Ayrıntılı bilgi bulmak için hızlı okuma ( scanning)
d) Anlam/sonuç çıkarmak ve yorumlamak için okuma
e) Metin yapısını, dilbilimsel ve anlambilimsel anlamları okuyup çıkarma
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Dinleme
21. Bölümünüz için gerekli olan dinleme becerilerini önem sırasına göre sıraya 
koyunuz : (1) en önemli, (4) en az önemli.
( ) a) Verilen dersi anlama ve not tutma
( ) b) Anadili İngilizce olan kişilerin konuşmalarını teyp veya videodan
dinleme
( ) c) Sözlü talimatları anlama
( ) d) İngilizce’nin değişik şivelerini dinleme ve anlama
22. Bölümünüzde dinleme ve anlama becerilerinde zorluk çektiğiniz oluyor mu?
a) Her zaman b) Genellikle c) Bazen d) Hiçbir zaman
23. Cevabınız a, b  veya c  ise aşağıdaki becerilerin hangilerinde zorlanıyorsunuz? 
Lütfen zorluk
sırasına göre sıraya koyunuz: (1) en zor, (4) en az zor.
( ) a) Verilen dersi anlama ve not tutma
( ) b) Anadili İngilizce olan kişilerin konuşmalarını teyp veya videodan
dinleme
( ) c) Sözlü talimatları anlama
( ) d) İngilizce’nin değişik şivelerini dinleme ve anlama
Yazma
24. Bölümünüz için gerekli olan yazma becerilerini önem sırasına göre sıraya 
koyunuz:
(1) en önemli, (5) en az önemli.
) a) Özet çıkarma, sentez yapma ve kompozisyon yazma 
) b) Sınıf içi not tutma ve ödev yazma 
) c) Sınav sorularını cevaplandırma ve paragraf yazma 
) d) Yazarların eserlerine eleştiri yazma 
) e) Kendi ifademizle yazma ve yorum yazma
25. Bölümünüzde yazma becerilerini kullanırken zorluk çektiğiniz oluyor mu?
a) Her zaman b) Genellikle c) Bazen d) Hiçbir zaman
26. Cevabınız a, b  veya c  ise, aşağıdaki yazma becerilerinin hangilerinde zorluk 
çekiyorsunuz? Lütfen zorluk sırasına göre sıraya koyunuz: (1) en zor, (5) en az
Dilbilgisi yapısı doğru cümleler kurma 
Uygun sözcük seçimi yapma
Bilgileri bir paragraf veya paragraflar içinde düzenleme 
Giriş ve sonuç cümleleri oluşturma
Bir paragrafta veya diğer paragraflara geçişte anlam ve bağlantı 
oluşturma
zor.
( ) a)
( ) b
( ) c)
( ) d)
( ) e)
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Konuşma
27. Bölümünüz için önemli olan konuşma becerilerini önem sırasına göre sıraya 
koyunuz: (1) en önemli, (5) en az önemli.
) a) Sınıf içi tartışmalara katılma
) b) Sınıfta veya konferanslarda soru sorma ve cevap verme 
) c) Sözlü ödev anlatma 
( ) d) Kelimeleri net olarak telaffuz etme
( ) e) Sözlü talimat verme
28. Bölümünüzde derslerde konuşmakta zorluk çektiğiniz oluyor mu? 
a) Her zaman b) Genellikle c) Bazen d) Hiçbir zaman
29. Cevabınız a, b  veya c  ise, aşağıdaki konuşma becerilerinin hangilerinde
zorlanıyorsunuz? Lütfen zorluk sırasına göre sıraya koyunuz: (1) en zor, (5) en az 
zor.
( ) a) Sınıf içi tartışmalara katılma
b) Sınıfta veya konferanslarda soru sorma ve cevap verme
c) Sözlü ödev anlatma
d) Kelimeleri net olarak telaffuz etme
( ) e) Sözlü talimat verme
BOLUM V
Ö n e r i l e r
30. Sizce İngilizce' yi anlamada veya kullanmada zorluk çeken öğrencilere yardımcı 
olmak için üniversitenizin veya bölümünüzün ne yapması gerekiyor? Lütfen 
cevabınızı açık ve öz bir şekilde yazınız.
